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Blurring  Social  and  Security  Agendas:  An  Intertextual  Examination  of  
Muslim  Perspectives  of  British  Counterterrorism  
1.   Introduction  
Acts  of  terrorism  send  messages.  Even  failed  acts  of  terrorism,   foiled  plots  or  early  
arrests,  send  threatening  messages  to  intended  targets.  The  2001  September  11th  attacks  in  
the  US  broadcasted  Al-­‐Qaeda’s  willingness  and  ability  to  cause  mass  destruction  in  the  most  
developed  cities.  With  no  analogous  European  attack,  the  communicative  impact  of  the  event  
spanned  the  Atlantic  and  increased  the  sense  of  threat  felt  within  the  UK.  Consequently,  the  
British  government  passed   the  Anti-­‐Terrorism,  Crime  and  Security  Act,   giving  extrajudicial  
powers  to  law  enforcement  agencies  to  safeguard  Britain  from  an  apparently  extraordinary  
new  threat.    
Responsible   for   the   largest   attacks   in  Western   Europe   and   the   US,   Al-­‐Qaeda   and  
Daesh1  have  become  two  of  the  most  notorious  terrorist  organisations,  sending  and  receiving  
fighters   from   Europe,   engaging   in   military   conflict   in   the   Middle   East,   and   inspiring  
radicalisation   through   online   propaganda.   Both   organisations   propagate   corrupted  
misinterpretations  of   Islam   that  wage  war  against   the  Western  World.  Recent   large-­‐scale  
attacks   in   Europe   and   increasingly   frequent   attacks   in   the   UK,   most   linked   to   Islamist  
extremism,  have  cemented  terrorism  as  a  foremost  threat  to  national  security  (Home  Office,  
2018,  p.5).  
Despite  this  threat  originating  from  a  violent  misinterpretation  of  Islam,  the  UK  has  
witnessed   a   general   rise   in   Islamophobic   sentiment   over   the   past   decade.   In   particular,  
Islamophobia  has  been  seen  to  increase  following  major  terrorist  attacks.  This  is  exemplified  
by  the  fatal  attack  at  the  Finsbury  Park  Mosque  in  London  in  June  2017,  which  was  committed  
by  a   far-­‐right  extremist  targeting  Muslims   (Dearden,  2018).  Somewhat  controversially,  the  
attacker   was   charged   with   murder   and   attempted   murder   rather   than   terrorist   activity,  
suggesting  a  lack  of  legislative  clarity  allowing  for  a  degree  of  interpretation.    
                                                                                                                
1  Daesh,  used  by  the  British  government  in  the  National  Security  Review  (Home  Office,  2018),  is  used  to  refer  
to  the  terrorist  organisation  also  known  as  the  Islamic  State  of  Iraq  and  Levant.  
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During  the  period  2001-­‐2017  a  systematic  institutionalisation  of  the  perceived  threat  
of  Islamist  terrorism  took  place  through  the  introduction  of  multiple  specific  counterterrorist  
policies  in  the  UK.  This  thesis   focuses  on  official  discourse  relating  to  UK  counterterrorism  
practices,   comparing   the   ideas   projected   by   the   British   government   with   statements  
published  by  the  UK’s  largest  Muslim  organisation,  The  Muslim  Council  of  Britain  (MCB).  This  
research  aims  to  gain  a  perspective  on  Muslim  perceptions  of  counterterrorism  policies  by  
asking:  
How   concordant   are   the   MCB’s   counterterrorism   perspectives   with   the   UK  
government’s  counterterrorism  narratives?  
Using  theoretical  ideas  about  securitization  and  threat  proximation,  the  subsequent  research  
aims  to  contribute  to  an  understanding  of  how  the  UK  government’s  counterterrorism  policy  
is   received  by  British  Muslims  and  to  highlight  the  significance  of  rhetoric,  vocabulary  and  
ideas  in  legislation  and  political  speeches.  The  following  literature  review  identifies  scholarly  
evidence   supporting   the   communications   perspective   adopted   in   this   thesis   before  
overviewing  existing  examinations  into  British  counterterrorism.  
     
   5  
2.  Literature  Review  
2.1     Communication-­‐Based  Definition  
Distinguishing  terrorism  from  other  non-­‐terrorist  violence  is  critical  for  demonstrating  
its  fundamentally  discursive  nature.  Scholarship  lacks  unanimity  regarding  an  exact  definition  
of  terrorism  and  how  it  might  be  distinguished   from  other   forms  of  violence  (Forst,  2009;  
Schmid,  2004).  Definitions  proposed  have  centralised  around  classifying  features  of  terrorist  
acts,   including   civilian   targets,   political   motivations,   public   spectacle   and   indiscriminate  
violence  (or  the  threat  of)  (Forst,  2009;  Ganor,  2002;  Schmid,  2004).  In  this  way,  terrorism  has  
been  defined  by   the  nature  of  an  act,   rather   than  by   the  actor   committing   it,   and   is   thus  
distinguishable  from  non-­‐state  violence,  organised  crime  or  other  comparable  violent  activity  
(Ganor,  2002).    
The   lack   of   a   universally-­‐agreed   definition   of   terrorism   hinders   accurate  
conceptualisations   of   counterterrorism   (Alexander   &   Alexander,   2003;   Ganor,   1998;  
Herschinger,  2013;  Schmid,  2004).    The  United  Nations  (UN)  acknowledged  the  implications  
of  this  ambiguity,  noting  that   it  undermined  the  UN’s  normative  and  moral  stance  against  
terrorism   (United   Nations,   2004).   Herschinger   (2013,   p.187)   argued   that   an   indefinite  
conceptualisation   of   terrorism   inhibits   collective   identity   construction,  because   it   hinders  
clarification  of  who  constitutes  the  “other”  (the  terrorist)  in  opposition  to  the  definitive  “self”.  
This  argument  suggests  that  social  cohesion  and  collective  identity  formation  can  be  inhibited  
by  an  indefinite  understanding  of  the  origins  of  a  terrorist  threat,  an  idea  fundamental  to  the  
consideration  of  the  social   impact  of  counterterrorist   legislation  as  explored   in  this  paper.  
Alexander  and  Alexander  (2003)  also  addressed  this  idea  in  their  claim  that  the  absence  of  a  
universally  accepted  definition  can  contribute   to  a   further  escalation  of   terrorist   violence;  
however,   they   did   not   establish   causality.   Without   a   universally   accepted   definition   of  
terrorism,   individual  governments  are  able  to  define   it  to  suit   their  own  policy  objectives.  
Indeed,  according  to  Lord  Carlile’s   (2007)   review  of  51  countries’  official  definitions,  there  
exists  a  high  standard  deviation  between  individual  countries’  conceptualisations.  Therefore,  
consideration  of  the  UK  government’s  definition  is  important  for  this  study.  
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2.2     Counterterrorism  as  Communication  
Hoffman  (1998,  p.19)  noted  that  despite  its  conceptual  variations,  terrorism  is  always  
considered   pejorative.  Furthering  Hoffman’s   logic,   the  negative   connotations  of   the   term  
“terrorism”   are   counterpoised   by   the  more   positive   associations   of   its  binary   antagonist,  
“counterterrorism”.   Both   terrorism   and   counterterrorism   are   loaded   terms,   marked  
respectively  by   linguistic   pejoration   and  melioration,   and  used   solely   by   counter-­‐terrorist  
actors,   rather   than   terrorists   themselves.2   The   normative,   ethical   dynamics  prescribed   to  
conceptions   of   terrorist   or   counterterrorist   activity   are   fundamental   to   understanding  
counterterrorism  discourse.  These  ethical  judgements  prescribe  moral  authority  to  the  side  
that   is   fighting   against   terrorism   and   contribute   to   justifications   for   any   counterterrorism  
practices  that  might  otherwise  be  considered  ethically  questionable.  Hoffman  (1998,  p.12)  
noted  how   if   the   “terrorist”   label  sticks,  and  an  actor  or  audience  begins   to  use  the   term  
descriptively,  then  they  share  the  counter-­‐terrorist’s  associational  logic  and  perception  that  
the  acts  committed  by  the  described  terrorist  are  morally  reprehensible.  Hoffman  employed  
associational   logic   to   propose   that   the   common   use   of   the   word   “terrorism”   can   imply  
concordant  perceptions  between  different  parties.  Such  associational  logic  can  be  considered  
when   analysing  MCB  discourse.   If   the  MCB   statements   analysed   assimilate  any  discursive  
elements   and   ideas   originating   from   governmental   counterterrorism   discourse,   this   may  
indicate  towards  a  more  acquiescent  nature  of  response  to  counterterrorist  discourse  by  the  
MCB.  
Fischer   et   al.   (2010)   adopted   a   psychological-­‐theoretical   approach   to   propose   a  
collective   communication  model   of   terrorism.   They   argued   that   terrorism   is   a   process   of  
collective  dialogue  between  terrorists  and  victims,  with  specific  political  aims  (Fischer  et  al.,  
2010,  p.693).  Crelinsten  (2002,  p.80)  adopted  a  similar  approach,  presenting  a  behavioural  
definition  of  terrorism  as  a  coercive,  violent  message,  within  an  interactive  communication  
nexus  that  exists  between  a  controller  and  a  controlled  subject.  His  model  features  a  dynamic  
and  non-­‐linear  relationship  between  terrorism  and  counter-­‐terrorism,   interpreting  both  as  
cyclical  and   interacting  acts  of   communication  and  counter-­‐communication.  He  presented  
both   as   caught   in   cycles   of   interaction,   creating  a  dialogic  model   that   he  placed  within  a  
                                                                                                                
2  Recall  the  perceptual  “terrorist  or  freedom  fighter”  debate  (see  Nunberg,  2009).    
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broader  pattern  of  self-­‐repeating  actions  and  reactions.  Crelinsten  (2002,  p.  81)  introduced  
“grey  zones”  into  his  model,  which  signify  the  interrelational  connections  between  terrorism,  
counterterrorism  and  state  terrorism.  For  Crelinsten,  acts  such  as  the  militarization  of  the  
police  and  the  use  of  “political  justice”  that  sidesteps  ordinary  due  process  and  judicial  civil  
protections,  could  be  regarded  as  quasi-­‐forms  of  state  terrorism  that  belong  in  his  model’s  
“grey  zones”  (ibid.).  He  noted  how  the  first  step  of  “political  justice”  was  often  the  creation  
of   a   speech   offence   that   effectively   broadens   the   definition   of   terrorism   beyond   acts   of  
violence  and  undermines  the  democratic  notion  of  freedom  of  speech.  Crelinsten  asserted  
that   political   justice   could   use   exemplary   court   sentences   as   well   as   morally   educative  
rhetoric,   as   a   form   of   communication   to   demonstrate   likely   punishments   to   possible  
perpetrators  (ibid.).  
2.3     Reception  of  Terrorism  
In  addition   to   the  actual  perpetration   of   violence,   the   threat  of   violence  has  been  
included  in  many  definitions  of  terrorism,  as  well  as  the  intent  to  spread  a  sense  of  fear  within  
a   target   group   (Forst,   2009;   Ganor,   2002;   Schmid,   2004).   Whilst   some   researchers   have  
argued   for  a   realist   interpretation  of   threats  as  objective  and,   therefore,  not   reliant  upon  
individual  perceptions  (Hobbes,  1996,  p.89;  Knudsen,  2001),  there  has  been  an  increase  in  
academic  attention  paid  towards  the  intersubjectivity  of  threats  and  the  social  processes  of  
their  construction  (Farnham,  2003;  Foley,  2013;  Noreen  &  Sjöstedt,  2004;  Zakaria,  1998).  For  
example,   terror  management   theory  has   stated   that  perceptions   can  be   influenced  by  an  
increased   sense   of   existential   threat  and  a   heightened   awareness  of  one’s   own  mortality  
(Greenberg  at  al.,  1986;  McAllister  &  Schmid,  2011).  Moreover,  integrated  threat  theory  has  
argued  that  perceptions  of  threats  can  lead  to  social  divisions  and  inter-­‐community  prejudice  
(Stephan   &   Stephan,   2000).   Common   to   both   of   these   theories   is   the   assertion   that  
perceptions   can   be   influenced   by   threats.   This   assertion   is   particularly   appropriate  when  
considering  the  communicative  interchange  between  terrorism  and  counterterrorism.  
Threat  construction  and  perception  are  key  features  for  both  the  propagation  and  the  
confrontation   of   terrorism.  An   extant  body   of   literature  has   considered  how  postliminary  
perceptions  can  shape  threats  (Bilali,  2015;  Foley,  2013;  Rothenburger,  Müller  &  Elmezeny,  
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2016;   Zakaria,   1998).  Using   this   logic,   the   exact   nature   of   a   threat   is  determined   by   the  
perceptions  of  the  target  group  rather  than  those  of  the  terrorists.    
Observers  have   noted   how   the   use   of   terms   such   as   “threat   inflation”   or   “threat  
amplification”  can  be  problematic  (for  example  Kaufmann,  2004;  Kaufmann  &  Krebs,  2005;  
Watson,   2012).  Kaufmann   and   Krebs   (2005,   p.196)   noted  how   both   terms   imply   a  more  
objective,  externalised  conceptualisation  of  threats  that  “exist  independently  of  the  viability  
of   their   articulation”.   Thus,   where   this   paper   employs   those   terms,   it   is   to   convey   an  
intensification  of  a  previously  discursively-­‐constructed  threat.  
  Foley  (2013,  p.45)  engaged  with  strategic  choice  theory,  which  argues  that  actors  will  
strategize  and  act  according  to  their  interpretations  of  what  is  required  and  best  for  them  in  
a  particular  situation.  He  argued  that  policymakers’  security  decisions  are  rational  reactions  
to  perceived   threats   (ibid.).  Employing   Foley’s   fusion   of   threat   construction   and   strategic  
choice  theories,  public  discourse  can  be  seen  to  contribute  to  overarching  counterterrorism  
narratives.  Legislation  and  security  strategy  establish  the  government’s  own  sense  of  threat  
from  terrorism,  which  is  then  reiterated  by  public  discourse.  Combined,  legislation  and  public  
discourse   broadcast   subjectively-­‐constructed,   normative   counterterrorism   narratives   that  
can  be  analysed  and  cross-­‐compared  with  other,  non-­‐governmental  discourses.  
Essentially,   a   sense   of   threat   is   a   product   of   communication   (the   reaction   to   an  
aggressor’s  message).  A  sense  of  threat  shapes  and  is  shaped  by  perceptions  and,  therefore,  
influences   future   multidirectional   communication   (Buzan,   2007;   Watson,   2012).   The  
following   action-­‐based   communications   sequence   outlines   the   path   of   a   message   and  
structures  the  succeeding  analysis:  intent  à  discourse  à  reception.    
This  sequence  demonstrates  how  the  reception  of  a  terrorist  act  (i.e.  the  nature  of  a  
counterterrorist  discourse)  is  integral  to  defining  and  legitimising  the  initial  threat  propagated  
by  an  act  of  terrorism.  Likewise,  the  threat  portrayed  by  counterterrorist  communications  
(which   is   necessary   to   demonstrate   the   need   for   a   response),   is   legitimised   by   its   own  
reception   in   the   public   sphere   and   thus   the   sequence   applies   for   both   terrorist   and  
counterterrorist  communications.  This  aligns  with  Crelinsten’s  (2002)  theory  that  terrorism  
and  counterterrorism  have  an  actively  dialogic  relationship  that  is  defined  by  recurrent  cycles  
of  communication  and  reception.    Therefore,  an  analysis  of  the  reception  of  counterterrorism  
discourse  is  critical  to  a  more  complete  understanding  of  its  message  and  is  the  reason  for  
the  consideration  of  MCB  statements  in  this  thesis.  
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2.4     Reception  of  Counterterrorism  
Developed   by   Buzan,   Wæver   and   de   Wilde   (1998)   of   the   Copenhagen   School,  
securitization  theory  aligns  with  constructivist  logic   in   its   focus  upon  how  speech  acts  can  
construct  threats  and  thereby  inform  security  policy  (Watson,  2012,  p.293).  It  assumes  that  
perceptions  can  be  influenced  by  differing  levels  of  securitization  and,  therefore,  it  is  valuable  
to  study  the  discursive  construction  of  threats  and  resultant  policy  justifications.  
Securitization  theory  applies  solely  to  speech  acts.  This  narrow  focus  has  attracted  
criticism,   in   particular,   regarding   its   exclusion   of   visual   communications   (Balzacq,   2005;  
Huysmans,  2011;  McDonald,  2008;  Williams,  2003).  However,   for  the  discourse  analysis  of  
official  published  statements  and  legislation,  securitization  theory  proves  a  useful  framework  
for   the   qualitative   assessment   of   the   performative   capabilities   of   discourse.   It   aids  
examination   into  how   threats  might  be  constructed  and  amplified  within   counterterrorist  
communications  and  provides  a  basis  for  comparing  UK  government  and  MCB  discourse.  
A  body  of   literature  exists  that  has  aimed  to  expand  securitization  theory  (Balzacq,  
2005;   Huysmans,   2001;  McDonald,   2008;  Watson,   2012;  Williams,   2003).   Watson   (2012)  
called   for  a  mutually-­‐beneficial  scholarly  cooperation  between  securitization  theorists  and  
specialists   focusing  on  broader   theories  of   framing.  He  considered   framing   theories   to  be  
more   abstract   expansions   of   securitization   that   focus   on   how,   due   to   embedded   power  
relations,  societal  actors’  discourse  can  authoritatively  construct  threats.  In  its  fundamental  
form,  framing  is  a  way  of  highlighting  issues  through  communication  (Entman,  1993;  Watson,  
2012).  Watson   (2012,   p.286-­‐98)  argued   that   securitization   can  be  developed   into   a  more  
useful  framework  for  understanding  the  impacts  of  discursive  threat  construction  by  viewing  
it   through   the   broader   lens   of   framing.  He   suggested   that   securitization   theory   could   be  
developed  with  the  objective  of  gaining  a  deeper  understanding  of  how  audience  acceptance  
is   a   core   condition   for   success,   by   considering   how   marginalised   voices   can   challenge  
hegemonic  frames  and  reject  securitization  (Watson,  2012,  p.300).    
Multiple   researchers   have   examined   the   impact   of   securitized   discourse   upon   its  
audience  (Cap,  2017;  Cawkwell,  2018;  Christian,  2015;  Fisher,  2011,  2015;  Huysmans,  2001;  
Watson,  2012).  Christian  (2015)  analysed  the  impact  of  securitization  upon  public  perceptions  
of  privacy.  She  proposed  that  an  increased  sense  of  threat  makes  the  public  more  willing  to  
sacrifice  their  own  privacy  and  more  trusting  of  those  in  power  (2015,  p.15).    
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Cap’s   (2017,   p.xii)   theory   of   proximation   has   developed   the   essential   logic   of  
securitization   by   considering   the   instrumentalisation   of   discursive   constructions   of  
“closeness”   and   “remoteness”   in   the   public   sphere.   He   has   offered   three   categories   of  
proximation:   spatial   proximation   (the   geographical   distance   between   the   threat   and   its  
audience),   temporal   proximation   (the   apparent   urgency   of   the   threat),   and   axiological  
proximation  (the  degree  to  which  the   ideology  of  the  threat  differs  from  the  beliefs  of  the  
audience)  (Cap,  2017,  p.17).  Cap  argued  that  discourse  is  especially  impactful  if  it  intensifies  
the  sense  of  proximation  between  its  audience  and  the  referent  threat.  In  terms  of  spatial  
and  temporal  proximation,  the  closer  the  threat  is,  the  more  urgent  the  response.  However,  
for  axiological  proximation,  audience  response  is  intensified  if  a  threat  is  ideologically  alien  
(Cap,  2017,  p.17).  
A   consideration   of   Cap’s   theory   alongside   developments   in   securitization   theory,  
highlights  the  underlying  prevalence  of  identity  construction  in  the  reception  of  discourse.  
For   Cap’s   proximation   theories   to  apply,   the   audience  must   construct   its  own   identity   in  
relation   to   the   proximate   threat.   When   analysing   Muslim   perceptions   of   official  
counterterrorism   discourse,   how   the   discourse   and   its   reception  might   contribute   to   the  
construction  of  an  identity  separate  from  hegemonic  counterterrorist  narratives  should  be  
addressed.  Indeed,  Foley  indicated  this  connection  in  his  assertion  that  perceived  capability,  
(spatial)  proximity,  and  intentions  are  key  components  in  the  construction  of  threats  (Foley,  
2013,  p.260).  Cap’s  categories  of  proximation  align  well  with  Foley’s  three  components  and  
should  be  considered  as  significant  aspects  of  both  counterterrorism  and  MCB  discourse.  
2.5     British  Counterterrorism  
Congruent   with   Cap   and   Foley’s   specifications,   scholarly   discussion   of   British  
counterterrorism   policy   and   its   socio-­‐political   effects   has   recognised   a   shifting   sense   of  
spatiality  within  official  legislation  (Appleby,  2010;  Bartolucci  &  Skoczylis,  2017;  Foley,  2013;  
Fisher,  2015;  Syrett,  2015;  Walker,  2003).    These  writers  noted  how  after  the  September  11th  
attacks,  UK  policy  focus  on  foreign  nationals,  particularly  by  the  2001  Anti-­‐Terrorism,  Crime  
and   Security   Act   (ATCSA),   was   discriminatory.   A   wealth   of   literature   has   considered  
accusations   of   civil   liberty   abuses   within   British   counterterrorism   policy   (Bartolucci   &  
Skoczylis,  2017;  Blackbourn,  2008;  Luban,  2002;  Walker,  2003).  This  has  resulted  in  legislation  
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analysis   centralising   around   the   balance   between   democratic   freedoms   and   state-­‐
implemented  security  (Blackbourn,  2008;  Fenwick,  2002;  Fisher,  2015;  Henning,  2002;  Loof,  
2010;  McCluskey  2016;  Syrett,  2015;  Vertigans,  2010).  The  ATCSA  has  faced  particular  scrutiny  
over   the   legitimacy   of   its   derogation   from   the   European   Convention   of   Human   Rights  
(Fenwick,  2002;  Henning,  2002;  Loof,  2010;  Walker,  2003).    
Fisher’s   (2015)   analysis   of   UK   counterterrorism   discourse   investigated   the  
interrelationship  between  discourse,   identity   and   security.  Her   approach  was  based  upon  
Hansen’s   poststructuralist   discourse   analytical   approach   in   his   work   Security   as   Practise  
(2006)   in   which   he   examined   the   interrelationship   between   identity   and   foreign   policy,  
recognising   that   foreign   policy   first   requires   an   understanding   of   what   is   “foreign”   and  
therefore   a   construction   of   a   referent   self.   Hansen   acknowledged   the   intertextuality   of  
discourse,  meaning  the  relational  dynamics  between  different  discourses  that  can  shape  how  
each  is  perceived.  This  intertextuality  is  important  for  the  justification  of  the  inclusion  of  MCB  
discourse  in  the  succeeding  analysis  and  aligns  with  the  communications  sequence  proposed  
that  hinges  communication  upon  reception  as  much  as  intent.  
Employing  Hansen’s  identity-­‐based  approach,  Fisher’s  (2015)  discussions  of  legislative  
rhetoric   and   securitization   span   forty   years,   providing   valuable   context   to   British  
counterterrorism.  Whilst  Fisher  recognised  how  the  lack  of  definitional  clarity  can  have  social  
impacts,  by  focusing  her  analysis  on  policymakers’  decisions  and  legislation,  she  concentrated  
less  on  the  social  and  community  consequences  of  counterterrorist  policy.  Having  identified  
the   significance   of   reception   when   considering   the   communicative   power   of  
counterterrorism,   this   paper   aims   to   expand   Fisher’s   approach   by   identifying   Muslim  
perspectives  of  the  UK  security  situation.    
Fisher  (2015)  and  Baker,  Gabrielatos  and  McEnery  (2013)  have  undertaken  thorough  
discourse   analyses.  However,   they  have   not   considered   the   dialogic   relationship   between  
different  communicators  involved  in  propagating  and  legitimising  counterterrorist  discourse.  
The  discursive  method  adopted  in  this  thesis  is  unique  in  its  intent  to  recognise  linguistic  and  
ideational  proliferation   from  state   counterterrorism  discourse   to   the  MCB.   Literature   that  
considers   Islamic   organisations   is   sparse.   However,   Burford’s   (2012)   assessment   of   the  
political   participation   of   the  MCB  provides   a   useful   timeline   and   political   context   to  MCB  
statements.    
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A  large  body  of  literature  has  adopted  a  social  perspective  on  counterterrorism  in  the  
UK   (Abbas,  2015,   2018;  Appleby,  2010;  Brown,  2008,   2010;  Choudhury  &  Fenwick,  2011;  
Fieschi  &  Johnson,  2013).  In  particular,  the  preventative  logic  and  community  engagement  
efforts   in   the   counter-­‐radicalisation   initiatives   (Prevent)  of   the   official  UK   counterterrorist  
strategy  (CONTEST)  has  received  attention  (Bonino,  2012;  O’Toole  et  al.,  2016;  Quartermaine,  
2016;  Qureshi,  2015;  Thomas,  2009,  2012).  These  critics  identified  discriminatory  elements  
of   Prevent   that   undermined   its   self-­‐publicised   attempt   to   promote  multiculturalism   and  
integration.      For   example,   Thomas   (2012)   argued   that   having   an   overarching   security  
imperative  driving  attempts  for  social  cohesion,  effectively  undermined  its  initial  social  aims.  
Evaluating  this  idea  within  the  context  of  securitisation  theory,  indicates  a  possible  counter-­‐
productivity   behind   securitising   social   issues.   However,   in   contrast,   Fieschi   and   Johnson  
(2013)   argued   that   counterterrorism   practices   have   led   to   strengthened   relationships  
between  Muslim  and  non-­‐Muslim  communities  in  the  UK.  However,  academic  attention  to  
Islamophobia  and  events  since  2013,  such  as  the  murder  of  Lee  Rigby  by  Islamist  extremists  
and  the  Daesh-­‐led  attacks  in  Europe,  cast  doubt  upon  the  veracity  of  Fieschi  and  Johnson’s  
claim.  
Several   authors,   including   those   studying   Islamophobia   (see   Hussain  &   Bagguley,  
2012;  Innes  et  al.,  2016),  have  recognised  the  significance  of  collective  identity  construction  
and  the  stereotyping  of  British  Muslims  (Abbas,  2015,  2018;  Appelby,  2010;  Lister  &  Jarvis,  
2012;  Morey  &  Yaqin,  2011;  Qureshi,  2015;  Spalek  &   Imtoual,  2007).  Notably,  Morey  and  
Yaqin’s  volume  Framing  Muslims  (2011)  undertook  an  extensive  analysis  of  global  stereotypes  
attributed  to  Islam  since  the  September  11th  attacks  in  the  US.  Likewise,  Baker,  Gabrielatos  
and  McEnery   (2013)  adopted  a  discursive  approach  to  consider  stereotypical  usage  of  the  
word  “Muslim”  in  the  construction  of  a  collective  identity  posited  as  an  “other”  in  opposition  
to   a   Western   “self”.   This   idea   of   collective   othering   aligns   with   Cap’s   (2017)   theory   of  
ideological  proximation  and  draws  upon  Said’s  (1979)  ideas  about  Orientalism  and  subjective  
Western   perspectives.   Both   of   these   broader   analyses   prove   useful   for   identifying   key  
assumptions  made  that  may  underscore  legislation  and  official  counterterrorism  discourse.    
Some   authors   have   engaged   with   Copenhagen   School   ideas   to   note   how   UK  
counterterrorism  has  securitized  British  Muslim  communities  (Abbas,  2018;  Appelby,  2010;  
Brown,  2008,  2010;  Hussain  &  Bagguley,  2012).  Developing  ideas  about  how  identities  are  
impacted   by   counterterrorism   practises,   Abbas   (2018)   decollectivized   assumptions   by  
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considering  fragmentation  within  Islamic  communities  as  a  result  of  state-­‐level  discrimination  
and   suspicion.   Abbas   (2018),   alongside   Choudhury   and   Fenwick   (2011)   who   conducted  
interviews  with  Muslims  for  their  work,  constitute  a  relatively  small  number  of  authors  who  
have  considered  Muslims’  perceptions  in  contrast  to  much  of  the  extant  literature  focusing  
on  non-­‐Muslim  perceptions  of  Muslims,  such  as  that  concerning  Islamophobia  and  collective  
identity  construction.  Accordingly,  this  paper  aims  to  address  the  paucity  of  research  in  this  
area  by  focusing  on  Muslim  perceptions,  rather  than  the  effects  of  non-­‐Muslim  perceptions.  
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3.  Methodology  
3.1     Research  Plan    
Terrorism  is  a  deictic  concept.  Its  interpretations  are  products  of  contextual  specifics.  
Therefore,  a  qualitative  research  study  based  on  discursive  analysis  and  conducted  from  an  
interpretive   standpoint   is   appropriate.   This   paper   presents   a   within-­‐case   analysis   of   UK  
counterterrorism   practices   in   order   to   avoid   drawing   conclusions   that   deflate   contextual  
variations.   Specifically,   in   its   first   part,   this   paper   examines   how   UK   counterterrorism  
legislation   forms   the   fundamental   framework   of   a   broader   communications   campaign,  
constructing  and  proliferating   ideas  and  threats.  Analysis  will  then  address  the  question  of  
whether  these  ideas  have  been  accepted  into  or  challenged  in  the  MCB’s  discourse.    This  is  
systemised  by  developing  a  framework  that  enables  a  comparison  to  be  made  between  the  
co-­‐temporal  discourse  emanating  from  the  UK  government  and  the  MCB.  Since  literature  has  
identified  the  significant  impact  on  British  Muslims  that  UK  counterterrorism  practices  have  
had,  this  discursive  analysis  aims  to  identify  critical  aspects  of  counterterrorism  discourse  that  
can   be   adapted   in   order   to   help   foster   social   cohesion   and   reduce   any  negative   impacts  
articulated  by  British  Muslims.      
3.2   Methodology  Overview  
Discourse   analysis   aims   to   identify   ideational   and   rhetorical   trends   (Ghica,   2013).    
Austin  (1962)  argued  that  discourse  has  performative  capabilities  as  it  is  embedded  within  
societal   power   dynamics   and   can   itself   be   instrumentalised   to   disseminate   authority.  
Therefore,  public  discourse  does  not  just  indicate  the  prevailing  power  dynamics,  but  can  also  
influence  and  inform  them  (Cap,  2017;  Pishwa  &  Schulze,  2015).    Foucault  (2002)  argued  that  
all  types  of  discourse  are  subject  to  intrinsic  power  relations.  Foucauldian  analysis  creates  an  
ontological  framework  that  broadens  the  concept  of  discourse  beyond  rhetoric  (Ghica,  2013,  
p.6),  so  that,  for  example,  the  way  that  discourse  can  influence  or  change  a  situation  can  be  
assessed  (Fairclough,  2001;  Holzscheiter,  2014).    In  effect,  public  discourse  is  entwined  within  
existing  societal  hierarchies  which  makes  discourse  analysis  a  useful  tool  for  understanding  
socio-­‐political  dynamics  (Cap,  2017;  Pishwa  &  Schulze,  2015,  p.1).     Fairclough  (2001,  p.  14)  
argued  that  active  discussion  of  discourse  is  key  for  critical  analysis  of  social  order;  indeed,  it  
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is  valuable  for  the  construction  of  broader  narratives  and  a  deeper  understanding  of  society  
(Ghica,  2013;  Holzscheiter,  2014).  Given  securitization  theory’s  attention  to  the  performative  
capabilities   of   political   discourse,   discourse   analysis   is   an   appropriate   method   for  
investigation   into   the  nature  and   perceptions   of   securitising   in   speeches,   statements   and  
legislation.    
3.3     Structure  
Crelinsten’s   (2002,   p.77)   behavioural   definition   portrayed   terrorism   as   an   act   of  
communication.  This  definition  allows  counterterrorism  to  be  regarded  as  a  form  of  counter-­‐
narrative   that   addresses   the   oppositional   communicative   act   of   terrorism.   UK  
counterterrorism  discourse  can  be  considered  as  a  three-­‐stage  dialogic  process  that  is  reliant  
upon   reception   as  much   as   it   is   upon   the   government-­‐designated  original   conception   as  
shown  in  the  communications  sequence  in  Figure  1.    The  two  research  sub-­‐questions,  SQ1  
and  SQ2,  are  defined  here  as:  
SQ1:   What  are  the  key  elements  communicated  by  official  UK  counterterrorism  discourse?  
SQ2:     Does  the  discourse  of  the  MCB  reinforce,  reconfigure  or  reject  the  elements  as  
identified  in  SQ1?  
  
This  communications  sequence  underlines  the  succeeding  methodological  structure.  Firstly,  
the  UK  government’s  counterterrorism  discourse  will  be  analysed.    This  will  contribute  to  a  
partial,  rather  than  complete,  understanding  of  policymakers’  intent  because  true  legislative  
motivations  may  remain  confidential  and  can  therefore  be  difficult  to  ascertain.  This  possible  
gap   between   publicised   intent   and   underlying,   covert   motivations   should   thus   be  
acknowledged.  Secondly,  the  MCB  discourse  will  be  analysed,  using  a  similar  technique  and  
over  the  same  date   range  to  that  employed   in  the  previous  step  to  ensure  the  validity  of  
comparisons.  Thirdly,  this  paper  concludes  with  a  comparative  analysis  of  both  discourses.      
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3.4     Measuring  Intertextuality    
Whilst  the  succeeding  investigation  is  qualitative  in  nature,  a  labelling  system  rooted  
in  content  analytical  approaches  will  be  used  to  systemise  the  analysis  (see  ideas  about  code  
dictionaries   in   Heindl,   2015).   Four   categories   of   discourse   have   been   derived   from   the  
literature   review  and  a  preliminary   source  analysis  and  will  be  used  as  bases  by  which   to  
analyse  discourse  from  the  UK  government  and  the  MCB.  Primary  source  engagement  with  
the   following  categories  will  be  considered,   allowing   for  more   structured  and  comparable  
assessments  of  both  government  and  MCB  discourse:  
i.   Values  
ii.   Identity  
iii.   Ontology  of  terror  threat  
iv.   Social  impacts  on  Muslims  
i.  Values  
Fisher  (2015,  p.60)  identified  the  prevalence  of  core  values  in  British  counterterrorism  
discourse   between   2007-­‐2011.   This   was   reaffirmed   following   preliminary   primary   source  
analysis   that   revealed   the   prevalence   of   terms   such   as   “evil”   and   “barbaric”   in   both  
governmental  and  MCB  descriptions  of   terrorism.  This   category   is   axiological,   referring   to  
discourse   that   engages   with   ethics   and   ideas   about   human,   British   or   Islamic   values.   It  
identifies   evocations   of   moral   reprehensibility,   thereby   engaging   with   Hoffman’s   (1998)  
assertion   that  the  word  “terrorism”   is   always  pejorative.   In  addition,   this   category  evokes  
Cap’s   (2017)   ideas  concerning  axiological  proximation  whereby  any  disparity  between   the  
fundamental  values  of  two  parties  can  aggravate  the  sense  of  threat.  
ii.  Identity    
This  category  refers  to  any  discourse  that  contributes  to  the  construction  of  a  referent  
self  or  an  “other”.    This  category,  like  the  previous  category,  also  engages  with  the  concept  of  
axiological  proximation  so  the  two  categories  should  not  be  considered  as  mutually  exclusive.    
In   addition,   this   category   engages   with   Herschinger’s   (2013)   assertion   that   the  
conceptualisation  of  terrorism  rests  upon  the  construction  of  a  threatening  “other”.  This  is  
consistent  with  Hansen’s  (2006)  assertion  that  foreign  policy  requires  a  definition  of  what  is  
“foreign”.   A   dialogic   interpretation   of   terrorism   implies   that   counterterrorism   discourse  
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requires  the  definition  of  two  distinct  identities:  the  terrorist  (threat-­‐maker)  and  the  victim.  
The   inclusion   of   this   category   is   justified   by   the   significant   body   of   literature   relating   to  
identity   construction   in   security  practices   including  Fisher’s   (2015)   discourse   analysis,   the  
identity-­‐focused  approach  of  integrated  threat  theory,  and  the  number  of  studies  that  have  
engaged  with  stereotyped  and  securitised  Muslim  identities  (for  example  Abbas,  2015,  2018;  
Morey  &  Yaqin,  2011).  
iii.  Ontology  of  Terror  Threat    
This   category   refers   to   the   nature   of   the   threat   presented   in   the   discourse.   In  
particular,  it  will  identify  discourse  that  focuses  on  domestic  radicalisation  of  UK  citizens  or  
terrorism  originating  from  overseas  (an  area  discussed  by  Bartolucci  &  Skoczylis,  2017;  Foley,  
2013;  Fisher,  2015;  Lister  &  Jarvis  2012;  Syrett,  2015;  Walker,  2003),  as  well  as  discourse  that  
addresses   perceived   associations   between   terrorism   and   Islam   (indicated   in   studies   by  
Qureshi,  2015;  Morey  &  Yaqin,  2011;  Spalek  &  Imtoual,  2007).  Accordingly,  this  category  is  
included  to  help  establish  whether  the  involvement  in  British  citizens  in  domestic  terrorist  
attacks   implies   a   shift   towards   legislative   and   political   attention   to   addressing   domestic  
radicalisation   and   terrorism   committed   by   British   citizens   (“home-­‐grown   terrorism”).  
Although   this   category   might   appear   to   be   broad,   it   is   included   in   order   to   ensure   the  
identification  and  inclusion  of  the  specific  discourse  that  contributes  to  an  understanding  of  
what  threats  are  constructed  and  perceived  by  the  UK  government  and  the  MCB.  
iv.  Social  Impacts  on  Muslims  
This   category   is   included   for   the   purpose   of   identifying   discourse   that   directly  
addresses   the   social   consequences   of   terrorism  and  British   counterterrorism  upon  British  
Muslims.  There  exists  a   significant  body  of   research   literature  on   this   topic   (Abbas,  2001;  
Appleby,   2010;   Hussain   &   Bagguley,   2012;   Spalek   &   Imtoaul,   2007),   including   studies   of  
Islamophobia,  community  divisions  and  the  alienation  of  British  Muslims,  and  the  possibility  
of  socio-­‐political  circumstances  that  contribute  to  radicalisation.  
3.5     Government  Counterterrorism    
Discourse   analysis  will   be   applied   to   the  UK  government’s   legislation   and   relevant  
speeches  or  statements  by  incumbent  UK  Prime  Ministers  and  Home  Secretaries  with  the  goal  
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of  identifying  the  key  rhetoric  and  underlying  ideas.    All  legislation  and  speeches  with  titles  
that   include  the  word  “terrorism”   in  their   title  or  speeches  that  directly  address  terrorism  
within  the  main  text  will  be  analysed,  with  a  complete  list  included  in  Appendix  A.    Relevant  
documents  will  be   identified   from  2001   (with   reference   to   the  2000  Terrorism  Act)  up   to  
October  2017.  The  timeframe  for  analysis  was  selected  to  identify  reactions  to  the  September  
11th  attacks,  which  constitute  a  watershed  moment  in  the  rise  of  Islamist  terrorism  and  to  
cover  the  most  recent  attacks  in  the  UK  (at  time  of  writing).  
Sources   have   been   extracted   from   official   UK   government   websites.  
(http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk.,   https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk.,  
https://www.gov.uk,   http://www.legislation.gov.uk/,   https://hansard.parliament.uk/).      
However,   the   number   of   government   archives   prior   to   Prime   Minister   David   Cameron’s  
leadership  is  limited.  Therefore,  videos  of  speeches  published  by  BBC  News  online,  and  the  
website  http://www.britishpoliticalspeech.org  are   also  used   for   analysis   of   speeches.  This  
website   is  the  product  of  a   research  project   intended  for  academic  use  undertaken  by  Dr.  
Alan  Finlayson  and  Dr.   Judi  Atkins.   It   is  supported  by   researchers  at  Swansea  University’s  
Research  Institute  for  Arts  and  Humanities,  Centre  for  the  Study  of  Culture  and  Politics,  and  
Department  of  Political  and  Cultural  Studies.  The  open-­‐source  database  is  a  recognised  and  
reputable  archive  of  primary  sources  that  has  been  referenced  in  many  published  academic  
papers  and  books  (including  Crines  &  Theakson,  2015;  Sphorer,  Stahl  &  Bowers-­‐Brown,  2018;  
Travis,  2013;  Yates,  2015).    
The  analysis  will  be  performed  manually  and  will  seek  to  identify  and  classify  sections  
of  text  that  correspond  with  the  four  categorisations  defined  above,  with  the  objective  of  
composing  overarching  counterterrorism  narratives.    This  analysis  will  emphasise  text  relating  
to   the  key   topics   in   this   study   of   threat   construction,  proximation  and  securitization.  The  
nature  of  counterterrorist  discourse,  including  the  official  threat  level,  as  a  form  of  reactive  
or  proactive  communication  will  be  considered  in  light  of  the  UK  government’s  attention  to  
preventative  and  pre-­‐emptive  efforts.    This  aims  to  address  the  first  sub-­‐question:  
SQ1:  What  are  the  key  elements  communicated  by  official  UK  counterterrorism  discourse?  
UK   counterterrorism   policy   had   traditionally   been   rooted   in   the   judicial   system   and,  
therefore,   legislative   definitions   and   details   are   crucial   in   articulating   the   central   threats.  
Securitization   theory   will   prove   a   useful   context   in   which   to   explore  whether   discursive  
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constructions  affiliate  terrorism  with  British  Muslim  communities.    It  is  necessary  to  analyse  
political  discourse  alongside  policy  as  political  speeches  reinforce  communications  strategies  
and  may  indicate  how  the  legislation  has  been  interpreted  and  will  be  operationalised.  The  
analysis   will   incorporate   the   official   UK   threat   level   (shown   in   Appendix   B)   to   provide   a  
contextual,  tangible  expression  of  the  government’s  publicised  sense  of  threat.  
To  provide  further  context  for  the  analysis,  Table  1  contains  a  chronological  overview  
of   relevant   terrorist   and   counterterrorist   activities   in   Western   Europe   following   the  
September  11th  (9/11)  attacks.  It  includes  all  the  policies  analysed  (in  bold)  and  all  Western  
European  attacks  with  over  five  fatalities  (it  also  includes  the  2015  Tunisia  attack  due  to  the  
large  number  of  British  fatalities).  It  also  shows  the  largest  attacks  in  Britain  in  the  five  years  
before  2001,  to  demonstrate  that  Irish  Republican  Army  (IRA)  terrorism  was  more  prevalent  
than  Islamist  terrorism  in  the  UK  before  2001.  The  data  was  collated  from  official  legislation  
available   on   the   government’s   website   (http://www.legislation.gov.uk/),   the   National  
Consortium   for   the   Study   of   Terrorism   and   Responses   to   Terrorism’s   Global   Terrorism  
Database  (START,  2018),  and  Foley  (2013).  
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3.6     MCB  Statements  
SQ2:  Does  the  discourse  of  the  MCB  reinforce,  reconfigure  or  reject  the  elements  as  identified  
in  SQ1?  
Sub-­‐question  2  will  be  answered  by  analysing  every  statement  or  speech  published  on  
the   MCB   website   (http://www.mcb.org.uk)   that   includes   the   words   “terrorism”   or  
“counterterrorism”  since  September  2001.  The  website’s  search  function  was  used  to  obtain  
a  complete  list  of  relevant  source  statements  (Appendix  C).  
The  MCB  is  the  largest  Islamic  organisation  in  the  UK,  representing  over  500  diverse  
organisations.   It   is   independent   from   the   government   and   voices  members’   concerns   to  
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influence  policy  and  public  opinion.  However,  it  should  not  be  assumed  to  be  representative  
of  all  British  Muslims.    The  advantage  of  analysing  published  MCB  discourse  is  that  it  is  readily  
available  and  will  reflect  the  perceptions  of  at  least  some  of  the  Muslim  community.  Whilst  
counterterrorism  legislation  can  be  considered  as  providing  a  counter-­‐narrative  to  extremist  
violence,  it  is  important  to  question  whether  MCB  statements  can  provide  a  further  form  of  
counter-­‐narrative   concerning   the   ideas   propagated   by   the   government.   Rooted   in  
associational  logic,  this  comparative  investigation  aims  to  determine  if  rhetorical  proliferation  
has  occurred  and  how  the  MCB  responds  to  the  ideas  established  in  sub-­‐question  1.  
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4.  UK  Counterterrorism  Discourse  
4.1     The  Definition  of  Terrorism  
The  United  Kingdom’s  approach  to  counterterrorism  is   judicial,   relying  upon  police  
action  and  legislation  rather  than  military  operations  (see  Crelinsten,  1978  for  a  comparison  
of  judicial  and  war  counterterrorism  models).  From  the  mid-­‐1960s  terrorism  in  the  UK  implied  
violence  instigated  by  the  IRA  who  were  rebelling  against  the  British  colonisation  of  Northern  
Ireland   (Syrett,   2015).   It   was   not   until   2000,   however,   that   the   British   legal   system  was  
supplemented  with  specific  permanent  counterterrorism  legislation.  The  2000  Terrorism  Act  
(TA)  provided  a   legal   framework  for  addressing  and  trying  to  prevent  terrorism  in  the  UK,  
instigating  a  trend  of  exceptional  counterterrorism  laws  aimed  at  addressing  an  extraordinary  
crime.    
A  definition  of  terrorism  is  necessary  for  a  court  to  decide  whether  to  prosecute  under  
normal   criminal   law   or   supplementary   terrorism   laws.   The   TA’s   definition   of   terrorism   is  
integral  to  all  succeeding  counter-­‐terrorism  legislation  and  therefore  warrants  consideration  
before  the  analysis  phase.  
  
(1)  In  this  Act  “terrorism”  means  the  use  or  threat  of  action  where—  
a)   the  action  falls  within  subsection  (2),  
b)   the   use   or   threat   is   designed   to   influence   the   government   or   to  
intimidate  the  public  or  a  section  of  the  public,  and  
c)   the  use  or  threat   is  made  for  the  purpose  of  advancing  a  political,  
religious  or  ideological  cause.  
(2)  Action  falls  within  this  subsection  if  it—  
d)   involves  serious  violence  against  a  person,  
e)   involves  serious  damage  to  property,  
f)   endangers  a  person’s  life,  other  than  that  of  the  person  committing  
the  action,  
g)   creates  a  serious  risk  to  the  health  or  safety  of  the  public  or  a  section  
of  the  public,  or  
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h)   is   designed   seriously   to   interfere   with   or   seriously   to   disrupt   an  
electronic  system.  
(3)  The  use  or  threat  of  action  falling  within  subsection  (2)  which  involves  the  use  
of  firearms  or  explosives  is  terrorism  whether  or  not  subsection  (1)(b)  is  satisfied.  
  
(Home  Office,  2000,-­‐p.1)  
  
Subsection  (1)  outlines  the  ideological  and  communicative  motivation.  Subsection  (2)  outlines  
the  nature  of  perpetration,  and  subsection  (3)  stipulates  that  if  the  means  of  perpetration  are  
severe,  then  the  motivation  is  less  critical  to  its  classification  as  terrorism.    
The  key  terms  are  vague.  For  example,  “to  influence”  and  “serious  risk”  are  subjective.  
In  addition,  using  an  attackers’  motivations  to  classify  an  act  is  problematic  when  considering  
the  communications  sequence  that  argues  that  audience  reception  can  shape  the  meaning  of  
a  message  (thus  diminishing  the  importance  of  and  ability  to  discern  its  original  motivations).  
The  use  of  “action”  as  the  referent  noun  in  all  three  subsections  of  this  definition  aligns  with  
the   body   of   literature   that   defines   terrorism   by   the   nature   of   its   act   rather   than  by   the  
specifications  of   its  actor  (Forst,-­‐2009;-­‐Ganor,-­‐2002;-­‐Schmid,-­‐2004).  However,  preventative  
counterterrorism  may  require  the  identification  of  potential  terrorists  before  they  carry  out  
an  attack.  This  requires  a  clearer  actor-­‐based  definition  of  terrorism  that  allows  a  person  to  
become  subject  to  counterterrorist  laws  before  they  have  committed  a  terrorist  act.    
4.2     2001-­‐2005:  An  Emerging  Threat    
  
y  Act  
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Speeches  
2977   people   were   killed   by   Al-­‐Qaeda   in   the   2001   September   11th   attacks.  
Unprecedented   in  scale,   it  was  viewed  as  not   just  an  attack  on  the  US,  but  on  democratic  
values.   In   the   UK   Prime   Minister   Tony   Blair   articulated   a   new   sense   of   threat   from  
international  terrorism.  Blair  recurrently  employed  terms  such  as  “disorder”  and  “chaos”  to  
portray  a  new  threat  (see  Blair,  2001,  2002a,  2002b,  2003a,  2003b,  2003c).  He   located  the  
sources  of  this  disorder  in  politically  unstable  nation-­‐states,  asserting  that  the  threat  “comes  
because  in  another  part  of  our  globe  there  is  shadow  and  darkness”  and  that  “it  arises  from  
countries  which   are   unstable”   (Blair,  2003a,   2003b).   The   undertones   of   these   statements  
appear   demonstrative   of   Said’s   (1979)   ideas   about   Orientalism   and   the  West’s   ingrained  
sense  of  imperial  superiority.  This  externalisation  is  a  reversal  of  the  spatial  feature  of  Cap’s  
proximation  theory,  which  infers  that  the  closer  the  threat  is  geographically,  the  more  intense  
its   impact   (Cap,   2017,_p.17).   Therefore,   presenting   the   terrorist   threat   as   “international”  
should  have  a  softening  effect.  However,  given  the  foreign  nationalities  of  the  September  11th  
attackers   and   the   UK’s   succeeding   counter-­‐terrorism   attention   towards   border   controls  
(which   will   be   addressed),   national   boundaries   are   depicted   as   porous.   The   threat   is  
presented  as  external  to  the  UK  but  attempting  to  infiltrate,  creating  a  temporal  proximity  
that  overpowers  the  sense  of  geographical  distance.  This  international  frame  contributes  to  
a  conceptualisation  of  an   internal  British   identity,  under  threat   from  a   foreign  “other”.  By  
externalising  the  threat  and  placing   its  source   in  unstable  Middle  Eastern  states,  Blair  was  
intensifying   the   sense   of   axiological   disparity,   and   therefore,   according   to   Cap’s   model,  
intensifying  the  threat.    
Blair  posited  this  international  threat  against  Western  ways  of  living.  He  twice  stated  
that  “Western  values  are  human  values”  (2002c,  2003b).  Values-­‐based,  universalising  rhetoric  
dehumanises  the  terrorist,  placing  it  in  binary  opposition  to  civilisation.  Blair  (2003b,  2004a)  
further  dehumanised  and  delimited  the  threat  by  describing  a  “virus  of  terrorism”  striving  for  
“Armageddon”.   Ontologically,   by   presenting   the   threat   as   immediate   and   existential  
(temporally  proximate  but  axiologically  disparate),   legislative  response  appeared  as  both  a  
necessary  reaction  to  the  September  11th  attacks  and  as  proactively  preventative.    
Mostly,  Blair  employed  values-­‐based  language  to  describe  terrorist  ideology  as  “evil”  
and   “fanatic”,   without   addressing   Al-­‐Qaeda’s   self-­‐proclaimed   religiosity   (see   Blair,   2001,  
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2002b,   2003b,   2003c).   However,   in  October   2001,  Blair   aligned   Al-­‐Qaeda’s   ideology  with  
Islam,  stating  that  “it  is  time  the  west  confronted  its  ignorance  of  Islam  […]  It  is  time  also  for  
parts  of  Islam  to  confront  prejudice  against  America”  (Blair,  2001).  Despite  recognising  that  
Al-­‐Qaeda’s  ideology  was  not  representative  of  Islam,  Blair’s  rhetoric  indicated  an  ambiguous  
ontological  understanding  of  the  threat,  blurring  the  distinction  between  terrorist  ideologies  
and   the   Islamic   faith   whilst   also   constructing   a   boundary   between   a   perceived  Western  
identity  and  Islam.  
Legislation  
2001  Anti-­‐Terrorism,  Crime  and  Security  Act  
Blair  described  the  September  11th  attacks  biblically,  as  a  “revelation”  and  a  “warning”  
(2004a).  He  deemed  the  attacks  to  be  an  ontologically  exceptional  moment  in  history  and  so,  
in   line   with   securitisation   theory,   deserving   of   exceptional   responses.   In   this   sense,   the  
succeeding  2001  Anti-­‐Terrorism,  Crime  and  Security  Act  (ATCSA)  was  simultaneously  reactive  
and  proactive:   reacting   to   the  September  attacks  whilst  attempting   to  pre-­‐empt  a   similar  
attack   in  the  UK.  The  Act   reinforced  Blair’s  externalisation  of   the   threat   to  beyond  British  
borders  by   legitimising  specific  actions   towards   non-­‐UK  citizens.   In  particular,   the   powers  
introduced  under   “Part   4   Immigration   and  Asylum”   allowed   for   the   Secretary   of   State   to  
deport   suspected   terrorists  and   indefinitely  detain  non-­‐UK  citizens,  bypassing  normal  due  
process.  These  powers  relied  upon  actor-­‐based  prescriptions  that  the  definition  of  terrorism  
contained  within  the  2000  TA  did  not  include.  Part  4  derogated  from  Article  5  of  the  European  
Convention  on  Human  Rights  (ECHR),  which  assures  the  right  to  liberty  and  security  (European  
Court  of  Human  Rights,  2010,  p.7).  Article  15  of   the  ECHR  conditions  derogation  upon  the  
existence  of  a  “national  emergency”  (2010,  p.13).  Derogation  does  not  require  a  time  limit  
thus  allowing  governments  to  declare  indefinite  states  of  crisis.  The  UK  government  deemed  
the   threat   from   international   terrorism   to   be   sufficiently   large   to   justify   this   exceptional  
response;  however,   no   other   European   country  derogated   for   counterterrorism  purposes  
during   this   time   (Henning,   2002,   p.1266-­‐94)   and   thus   both   academics   and   lawyers   have  
questioned  its  legitimacy  (for  example  Fenwick,  2002;  Loof,  2010;  Walker,  2006).  Indeed,  in  
one  European  Court  of  Human  Rights  case   (2009),  previously-­‐held  suspects  were  awarded  
compensation  for  wrongful  detainment.    
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A  controversial  derogation,   the  Part  4  powers   relied  upon   the  Secretary  of   State’s  
designation  of  suspicion,  which  required  “reasonable  belief”  that  a  suspect  posed  a  risk  to  
national  security  (Home  Office,  2001,  p.10).  There  was  no  requirement  for  sufficient  evidence,  
bypassing   the  habeas   corpus   (i.e.   the   right   to  a   trial)  principle   that   is   foundational   to   the  
British   legal   system.   The   exceptional   nature   of   this   legislation   reflects   the   rhetoric   Blair  
employed  to  describe  the  post-­‐September  2001  security  situation.  Passing  this  exceptional  
legislation  engaged  with  Christian’s  (2015)  idea  that  an  intensified  security  situation  would  
mean  the  public  are  more  willing  to  sacrifice  their  personal  right  to  privacy.  In  addition,  the  
Act  was  presented  to  parliament  just  two  months  after  the  September  attacks;  normally,  such  
an   extensive   act   would   take   longer   to   gain   parliamentary   ascent.   Rushing   through   such  
controversial  powers  is  communicative  in  itself,  contributing  to  a  sense  of  temporal  proximity  
of  an  extraordinary  security  situation.  
  
2005  Prevention  of  Terrorism  Act  
      The  Prevention  of  Terrorism  Act  (PTA)  gained  royal  ascent  in  March  2005.  Replacing  
the  ATCSA’s  controversial  Part  4  powers,   the  PTA   introduced  control  orders.  Aptly  named  
given  Blair’s  characterisation  of  the  threat  as  “disorder”,  control  orders  were  preventative  
measures  designed  to  stop  suspects  from  engaging  in  terrorist  activity.  An  order  restricted  
the   movements   of   suspected   terrorists   when   there   was   insufficient   evidence   to   convict,  
imposing   curfews,   restrictions   on   communications   and,   often,   relocation   to   government-­‐
owned  houses.  Whilst   the   removal  of  Part  4  powers  attempted   to  appease  human   rights  
concerns,  Fisher  (2015,  p.125)  argued  that  with  the  introduction  of  control  orders,  invasive  
state  power  was  only  superficially  reconfigured.  Indeed,  the  definition  of  punishable  terrorist  
activity  (reliant  upon  the  TA’s  definition)  remained  ambiguous,  allowing  for  interpretational  
subjectivity.  The  Act’s  preventative  use  of  the  TA’s  definition  of  terrorism  to  find  suspects  was  
problematic  given  the  definition’s  action-­‐based,  rather  than  actor-­‐based,  specifications.  The  
Secretary  of   State   had   the   power   to  employ  control  orders  without   trial  or  adherence   to  
British  legal  tradition,  contributing  to  the  atmosphere  of  extraordinary  threat  that  purported  
the  need  for  extrajudicial  measures.    
The  period  following  the  September  2001  attacks  was  characterised  by  the  ontological  
construction  of  an  extraordinary  threat  constitutive  of  extraordinary  legislative  response.  It  
also  established  a  trend  of  framing  terrorists  as  foreign  “others”  that  did  not  share  human  
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values.  Social  impacts  upon  Muslims  are  not  explicitly  addressed  and  associations  to  Islam  are  
mostly  overlooked  in  favour  of  values-­‐based  descriptions  of  evil  and  disorder.  
4.3     2005-­‐2007:  Post-­‐7/7    
  
  
Speeches  
On  July  7th  2005  56  people  were  killed   in  attacks  on  the  London  transport  system.  
Three  of  the  four  bombers  were  born  in  the  UK.     Blair’s  response  appealed  to  the  strength  
and  resilience  of  British  values,  stating  that  “the  purpose  of  terrorism  […]  is  to  terrorise  people  
and   we   will   not   be   terrorised”   (2005a).   He   defined   terrorist   success   by   its   fear-­‐inducing  
communicative  impact  rather  than  the  physical  destruction  caused,  shifting  agency  from  the  
attackers  to  the  public,  whose  reactions  could  then  determine  the  effectiveness  of  the  attack.  
Despite  the  involvement  of  British  citizens  in  the  London  attack,  Blair  continued  to  posit  the  
threat  as  external  to  Britain  and  British  values.    
Seemingly  attempting  to  detach  the  attack  from   Islam,  Blair  stated  “I  welcome  the  
statement  put  out  by   the  Muslim  Council  who  know   […]   that   the  vast  and  overwhelming  
majority  of  Muslims,  here  and  abroad,  are  decent  and  law-­‐abiding  people  who  abhor  this  act  
of  terrorism  every  bit  as  much  as  we  do”  (2005a).    Blair  constructs  a  boundary  between  the  
government  and  British  citizens  whom  he  was  addressing  (the  implied  referent  “we”),  and  
Muslims.  In  2005,  Blair  recurrently  employed  the  term  “we”  to  construct  a  mainstream  group  
distinct   from   British   Muslims   (2005a,   2005b,   2005c).   In   September   2005,   Blair   stated  
“Muslims,   like   all   of   us,   abhor   terrorism;   like   all   of   us,   are   its   victims”   (2005c).   Using  
comparative   phrases   such   as   “like   all   of   us”   and   “as   much   as   we   do”   reinforces   this  
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construction  of  two  distinct  identities.  He  fostered  an  assumption  that  “British”  and  “Muslim”  
are  two  mutually  exclusive  identities,  that  a  person  is  either  British  or  Muslim  but  not  both.  
This  binary  construction  is  reliant  upon  an  opposing,  referent  British  identity  and  so  implicates  
Muslims  with  foreignness.  This  dichotomy  externalises  Muslims  from  the  British  identity  in  
the   same  way   that   the   terror   threat   is   externalised.   Therefore,   such   externalisation   risks  
conflating   Muslims   with   the   international   threat   of   terrorism,   as   the   British   identity   is  
simultaneously  contrasted  to  both  Islam  and  international  terrorism.    
Blair  (2005a,  2005b)  repeated  the  term  “law-­‐abiding”.  Notably,  he  did  not  employ  the  
term   to   describe  non-­‐Muslim  British   citizens.  He  continued   this   rhetoric,  stating   that   “we  
know  that  this  fringe  of  extremism  does  not  truly  represent  Islam.  We  know  British  Muslims,  
in   general,   abhor   the   actions   of   the   extremist”   (Blair,   2005b).  Saying   “in   general”   casts   a  
shadow  of  uncertainty  over  the  statement.  It  implies  that  there  may  be  a  minority  of  British  
Muslims   that   do   not   abhor   terrorism.   Similarly,   clarifying   that   a   Muslim   is   law-­‐abiding  
prompts  assumptions   that  not  all  Muslims  are.  This   rhetoric  created  a  non-­‐representative  
divide  between  non-­‐violent,  law-­‐abiding  Muslims  and  violent  and  radicalised  Muslims,  both  
securitising  and  isolating  British  Muslims  from  mainstream  society  and  implying  that  a  Muslim  
must  actively  prove  to  be  law-­‐abiding  or  otherwise  face  suspicion.  
In  August  2005,  Blair  outlined  a  twelve-­‐point  anti-­‐terrorism  plan  which  would  later  be  
cemented  in  the  2006  Terrorism  Act.  He  first  called  for  the  extension  of  the  Home  Secretary’s  
powers  for  deportation  and  exclusion  (Blair,  2005b).  He  intensified  the  sense  of  extraordinary  
threat  to  the  UK,  stating  that  “the  circumstances  of  our  national  security  have  self-­‐evidently  
changed”   (Blair,   2005b).   Acknowledging   civil   liberty   concerns,   he   proclaimed   a   state   of  
emergency   to   justify   extended  deportation   powers.   Four   of   Blair’s   twelve  points   directly  
related   to   asylum-­‐seekers,   extradition   or   immigration.   Notably,   in   his   tenth   point   when  
discussing   the   introduction  of   citizenship   ceremonies  with  English   language   requirements,  
Blair  stated  “we  will  establish  with  the  Muslim  community  a  commission  to  advise  on  how  […]  
there   is   better   integration   of   those   parts   of   the   community   presently   inadequately  
integrated”   (Blair,   2005b).  A   comment   about   British  Muslims   is   incongruent  with   a   point  
addressing  immigration  and  citizenship  as  it  further  isolates  Muslims  from  the  British  identity.  
According  to  Fisher  (2015,  p.160),  the  use  of  the  term  “Muslim  community”  itself  is  divisive  
as   it   draws   boundaries   to   construct   a   separate,   alienated   identity   for   British   Muslims.  
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However,   the   following   chapter   finds   the   term   employed   by   the  MCB   and   thus   Fisher’s  
argument  will  be  readdressed.  
In  September  2006,  Blair  addressed  home-­‐grown  terrorism  for  the  first  time,  stating  
that  “suicide  bombers  born  and  bred  in  Britain  bring  carnage  to  the  streets  of  London”  (Blair,  
2006).  Blair’s  recognition  of  home-­‐grown  terrorism  appears  to  mark  a  shift  towards  a  spatial  
reconceptualisation  of  the  terror  threat   (and  an   intensification  of  geographical  proximity).  
However,  it  is  surrounded  by  externalising  discourse  and  the  “international”  specification  of  
the   threat   level   and   the   2006   publication   of   CONTEST,   both   of   which   will   be   analysed.  
Accordingly,  Blair’s  comment  seems  more  a  rare  recognition  of  home-­‐grown  terrorism  than  
the  start  of  any  significant  new  trend  in  counterterrorist  discourse.    
Legislation  +  Threat  Level  
2006  Terrorism  Act  
      Seven   months   after   the   London   bombings,   another   Terrorism   Act   (2006   TA)  was  
introduced  (Home  Office,  2006a).  This  act  maintained  a  focus  upon  international  terrorism,  
despite   the  British   nationals   involved   on   July   7th.  Highlighting   the   performative   power   of  
speech   acts,   it   also   added   a   new   offence   of   the   “encouragement   of   terrorism”   which  
Crelinsten   (2002)  would   condemn   as   a   form  of   suppressive   political   justice   (Home  Office,  
2006a,   p.1).   As   well   as   direct   intent,   “recklessness”   was   deemed   constitutive   of  
encouragement  (Home  Office  2006a,  p.2).  The  inclusion  of  “recklessness”  in  this  legislation  
relied  upon  the  idea  that  the  interpretation  of  a  communicated  message  can  shape  its  original  
meaning  (that  someone  might  encourage  terrorism  without  meaning  to).  By  expanding  the  
definition  of  criminal  terrorism-­‐related  acts,  the  2006  TA  allowed  for  the  British  government  
to  extend  state  powers  without  being  restricted  by  measurable  frameworks.  As  well  as  further  
extending  police  and  investigatory  powers,  the  2006  TA  added  the  offence  of  attending  any  
place  used  for  terrorist  training  (Home  Office,  2006a,  p.9).  Whilst  the  legislation  remained  
non-­‐specific,   Blair’s   August   speech   referred   directly   to   mosques   and   heightened   security  
around   Imams   (2005b).   Combined   with   the   2006   TA’s   new   laws,   Blair   securitised   Islam  
depicting  mosques  as  dangerous  incubators  of  terrorism  rather  than  places  of  worship.    
  
Threat  Level     
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   In  August  2006,  the  government  introduced  the  official  threat  level  from  international  
terrorism.  Set  by  the  intelligence  services,  the  threat  level  has  five  stages  that  range  from  low  
(an  attack  is  unlikely)  to  critical  (an  attack  is  expected  imminently)  (Home  Office,  2006c).  As  
shown  in  Appendix  B,  since  its  introduction  in  2006  the  threat  level  has  never  dropped  below  
“substantial”  (an  attack  is  a  strong  possibility)  3  and  has  mostly  fluctuated  between  the  two  
highest  levels,  “severe”  (an  attack  is  highly  likely)  and  “critical”,  which  is  only  set  if  specific  
intelligence  informs  of  a  planned  attacked  (May,  2017a).  The  specification  that  it  represents  
the   threat   from   “international”   terrorism   is   symptomatic   of   the   externalising   government  
rhetoric.   Its   publication   is   not   just   a   tangible   expression   of   national   threat   but   also   an  
intensifying  apparatus  that  contributes  to  threat  construction.  Each  stage  of  threat  is  defined  
by   how   high   expectations   are   for   a   terrorist   attack.   However,   this   apparent   predictive   or  
proactive  nature  is  complicated  by  the  more  reactive  trend  of  raising  the  threat  level  after  an  
attack  (see  Appendix  B).  Notably,  there  has  never  been  a  terrorist  attack  whilst  the  threat  level  
has  been  set  at  “critical”  but  there  has  always  been  an  attack  or  attempted  attack  directly  
before   a   “critical”   threat   level,  suggesting   that   the   threat   level   is  more   of   a   reactive   than  
preventative  counterterrorism  tool.  Arguably,  the  official  threat  level  is  more  descriptive,  or  
even  prescriptive,  intensifying  existing  threat  perceptions,  than  it  is  predictive.  
   Indeed,  in  line  with  the  three-­‐step  communications  sequence,  its  effect  is  determined  
by  peoples’  responses.  Bilali  (2015)  considered  how  in-­‐group  homogeneity  impacts  subjective  
perceptions  of  externally-­‐induced  threats.  She  found  that  those  who  identified  low  levels  of  
in-­‐group  homogeneity  were  more  responsive  to  externally  manipulated  threats  (Bilali,  2015,  
p.308).  Therefore,  those  who  view  their  community  as  less  cohesive  would  be  more  likely  to  
feel   a   high   sense   of   threat  when  provoked   by   an   externally   constructed   threat   level.   This  
reciprocal  relationship  between  threat  and  identity  can  be  applied  to  the  identity  matrix  and  
the   systematic   externalisation   of   the   terrorist   threat   in   British   political   discourse.   Further  
research  might  consider  whether  the  construction  of  a  referent  homogenous  British  identity  
posited  as  the  binary  opposite  to  a  terrorist  threat,  does  serve  to  reduce  the  sense  of  threat  
within  British  society.  Bilali’s  research  is  demonstrative  of  both  the  significance  of  reception  
for   shaping   the  meaning   of   a  message  and  of   the   importance   of   identity   construction   for  
shaping  perceptions.    
                                                                                                                
3  True  at  time  of  writing,  July  2018.  
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CONTEST  2006    
Established   in   2003   and   published   for   the   first   time   in   2006   as   “Countering  
International  Terrorism:  The  United  Kingdom’s  Strategy”,  the  UK’s  counterterrorism  CONTEST  
strategy  targets  terrorism  through  4Ps:  Pursue,  Prevent,  Protect,  and  Prepare.  The  first  two,  
Pursue  and  Prevent  aim   to  pre-­‐empt   terrorist  activity   through   investigatory  work  and   the  
promotion  of  multiculturalism  and  social  cohesion.  Pursue  and  Prevent  require  a  more  actor-­‐
based  definition  of  terrorism  than  that  offered  in  the  2000  TA.  Protect  and  Prepare  aim  to  
mitigate   its  possible  destructive  effects.  Despite  stating   that   the  London  attacks   “brought  
home  the  risk  of  suicide  attacks  by  British  citizens”,  CONTEST  2006  retained  an  international  
focus,  exemplified  by  its  full  title  (Home  Office,  2006b).  As  well  as  this,  the  33-­‐page  report  
referenced  Muslims  or  Muslim  communities  81  times.  Comparing  this  to  the  13  references  in  
the  2011  publication  demonstrates  the  2006  publication’s  intense  securitisation  and  isolation  
of  Islam  from  a  mainstream  British  identity.  
4.4     2008-­‐2013:  Consolidating  a  British  Identity  
  
Speeches    
Prime  Minister  from  2007-­‐2010,  Gordon  Brown  reinforced  Blair’s  externalising  threat  
construction  by  explicitly  associating  terrorism  with  immigration.  Brown  (2009)  stated  that  
“we  have  to  step  up  the  protection  of  our  borders  against  terrorism  and  illegal  immigration”.  
Positing  terrorism  as  an  external  non-­‐British  threat,  Brown  outlined  his  intent  to  “make  sure  
that   terrorism   doesn’t   come   to   the   streets   of   Britain”   (Brown,   2009).   This   rhetoric  
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demonstrates  a  conceptualisation  of  a  British  identity  that  is  incapable  of  extremism,  even  
though  in  May  2008  there  was  an  attempted  terror  attack  by  Nicky  Reilly,  a  British  man  with  
Asperger’s   Syndrome   born   and   radicalised   within   the   UK.   Despite   Reilly’s   mental   health  
concerns,  there  was  no  mention  of  mental  health  support  in  the  political  speeches  analysed,  
although  Prevent  does  have  programmes  for  schools  and  the  National  Health  Service.    
Succeeding   Brown,   Prime   Minister   David   Cameron   demonstrated   an   increasing  
acknowledgement  of  home-­‐grown  terrorism  by  addressing  the  causes  of  radicalisation.  For  
example,   in  her   introduction  of  the  republication  of  CONTEST,  Cameron’s  Home  Secretary  
Theresa  May  asserted  that  “successful  integration  strategy  makes  it  less  likely  that  individuals  
will  want   to   attack   this   country”   (2011a).  Cameron   (2010b,   2011a)   stressed   the   need   for  
increased   social   cohesion,   securitising   social   problems   by   placing   them   on   the   counter-­‐
terrorism   agenda.   For   Cameron,   adherence   to   British   values  was   constitutive   of   a   British  
identity.   After   listing   various   democratic   freedoms,   Cameron   (2011a)   stated   that   those  
freedoms  are   “what  defines  us  as  a   society:   to  belong  here   is   to  believe   in   these   things”.  
Cameron  (2011a)  created  a  dichotomy  of  good  vs.  a  delimited  terrorist  evil  that  “cannot  be  
ignored  or  contained”.  He  was  highlighting  the  ideological  disparity,  which  according  to  Cap’s  
(2017,_p.17)  third  principle  of  “axiological  proximation”  should  intensify  the  sense  of  threat  
from  an  alien  “other”  by  constructing  exclusive  identities  using  values-­‐based  language.  
Legislation  
   The   2008   Counter-­‐Terrorism   Act   further   extended   police   powers,   in   particular  
increasing  provisions  for  DNA,  fingerprint  and  evidence  collection.  The  Act  also  amended  the  
2000   Terrorism  Act’s   definition   of   terrorism,   in   light   of   recommendations  made  by   Lord  
Carlile   (2007,   p.52),   adding   “racial”   to:   “the   use   or   threat   is   made   for   the   purpose   of  
advancing   a   political,   religious,   racial  or   ideological   cause”.   For   Carlile,   adding   this   racial  
motivation  provided   legal  clarity   for  the  prosecution  of  acts  of  racism.  This,   in  particular,  
would  explicitly  pronounce  right-­‐wing  white  supremacist  violence  as  terrorism  and  as  such  
appears  to  be  a  non-­‐discriminatory  and  progressive  amendment  to  the  definition.  However,  
the   retention   of   “religious”   in   the   definition   proves   problematic,   particularly   when  
considering  the  rhetorically  ambiguous  depictions  of  Islamist  terrorism  in  political  discourse.  
Politicising  Islamist  terrorism  and  removing  any  religious  associations  would  arguably  aid  a  
desecuritisation  of  Islam  in  the  UK.  Accordingly,  Cameron  asserted  that  Islamist  extremism  
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is  a  political  rather  than  religious  ideology  that  should  not  be  affiliated  with  Islam  (Cameron,  
2012,   2014b).   This   implies   a   disassociation   of   terrorism   from   religion   in   order   to   deflate  
securitized   perceptions   of   the   Islamic   faith   and   British   Muslims.   However,   Cameron’s  
discursive  inconsistencies  undermine  this  dissociative  rhetoric  and  will  be  highlighted  in  the  
analysis  of  his  speeches  from  2013  onwards.  
   In   2009,   the   official   threat   level  was   “substantial”,   the   lowest   it   had   ever   been;  
however,  more  legislation  was  introduced.  The  2009  republication  of  CONTEST,  though  more  
detailed,   continued   the   externalising   and   securitising   rhetoric   of   the   2006   publication,  
maintaining   the   focus   upon   “international   terrorism”   and   containing   90   references   to  
Muslims  (Home  Office,  2009).  The  2010  Terrorist  Asset-­‐Freezing  Act  was  aimed  at  preventing  
the   financing   of   terrorist   acts.   This   implicated   non-­‐violent   acts   with   terrorist   activity,  
widening   the   conceptualisation   of   terrorism   and   allowing   special   measures   to   be   taken  
against  non-­‐violent  individuals.    
   In  2011,  Cameron’s  new  government  republished  their  counterterrorism  CONTEST  
strategy,   dropping   “international”   from   the   title   in   an   acknowledgement   of   home-­‐grown  
terrorism  (Home  Office,  2011b).  Whilst   the  2006  and  2009  publications  focused   intensely  
upon  Muslim  communities,  the  2011  publication  was  more  inclusive,  with  just  thirteen  direct  
references  to  Muslims  in  its  125-­‐page  report  (an  85%  decrease  from  2006).  The  extra  detail  
afforded  to  Prevent  and  community  integration  schemes  for  tackling  radicalisation  reflected  
the  rising  acknowledgement  of  home-­‐grown  terrorism.    
   In  December  2011,  the  Terrorist  Prevention  and  Investigation  Measures  Act  (TPIMs  
Act)  replaced  control  orders  with  new  preventative  measures  aimed  at  alleviating  criticisms  
of   civil   liberty   violations.   Such   measures   (known   as   TPIMs)   imposed   similar   travel   and  
communication   restrictions,   replacing   curfews  with   “overnight   residence  measures”   and  
deeming   that   imposition   required   “reasonable   belief”   (replacing   “reasonable   suspicion”)  
that  a  person   is  a  threat  to  national  security,   (Home  Office,  2011a).  Despite  their  altered  
rhetoric,   TPIMs   share   fundamental   similarities   with   control   orders,   demonstrating   an  
employment  of  ambiguous  legislative  rhetoric  for  the  passing  of  security  measures.4  
                                                                                                                
4  May’s  introduction  of  TPIMS  to  parliament  was  received  with  laughter  as  she  described  the  differences  from  
control  orders  (Travis,  2011).    
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4.5     2013-­‐2017:  The  Rise  of  Daesh    
  
Speeches  
From  the  end  of  2013,  the  terrorist  organisation  Daesh  began  winning  territory  in  Iraq  
and,  later,  Syria.  Undertaking  acts  of  terrorism  in  Europe  and  attracting  fighters  to  the  Middle  
East,  Daesh  gained  a  notoriety  in  Western  Europe  in  its  violent  quest  for  a  caliphate.  During  
2014-­‐2015,  following  a  rise  in  the  frequency  of  attacks  in  Europe,  Cameron’s  discourse  shifted  
towards  more  emotive,  values-­‐based  statements  that  posited  a  collective  humanity  against  
an  evil  barbarism.  Cameron  described  Daesh  as  “medieval”  and  an  “evil  death  cult”  (Cameron,  
2014c,   2015f,   2015g,   2015h).   He   frequently   referred   to   terrorists   as   either   “barbaric”   or  
“brutal”  and  harbouring  a  “warped”  world  view  (see  Cameron,  2014a,  2014b,  2014c,  2014d,  
2015a,  2015f,  2015h).  In  terms  of  Cap’s  axiological  proximation  theory,  these  dehumanising  
and   primitive   images   of   barbarism  would   have   constructed   an   ideological   distance   that  
increased  the  sense  of  threat  from  an  inherently  foreign  “other”.    
Despite  his  repeated  assertions  that  Islamist  terrorism  does  not  represent  Islam  even  
though   Daesh   are   “self-­‐identifying   as   Muslims”,   Cameron’s   discourse   was   inconsistent  
(2015a,   2015e).   On   the   one   hand,   he   advocated   for   using   the   name   “Daesh”   instead   of  
“Islamic  State”  because  “this  evil  death  cult  is  neither  a  true  representation  of  Islam  nor  is  it  
a  state”  (Cameron,  2015h).  However,  Cameron  recurrently  referred  to  the  terrorist  actors  as  
Muslims.  For  example,  after  the  2015  Paris  attacks,  Cameron  (2015e)  described  the  attackers  
as  “radicalised  European  Muslims”.  He  also  repeated  the  phrase  “slaughter  of  Muslims  by  
fellow  Muslims”  to  describe  terror  attacks  abroad  (Cameron,  2014b,  2014c).   In  doing  this,  
Cameron  (2015a,  2015c,  2015h)  called  upon  British  Muslims  to  “reclaim  their  religion”.  This  
   36  
rhetoric  appears   to   be  based   upon  an   underlying   assumption   that   Islamist   terrorism   and  
Muslims  are  connected.  This  is  problematic  for  stoking  securitised  perceptions  of  Islam  and  
marking  Cameron’s  speeches  with  inconsistent  conceptualisations  of  terrorism  and  Islam.    
Prime   Minister   Theresa   May’s   2016-­‐17   statements   were   more   consistent   than  
Cameron’s,  frequently  referring  to  British  values.  In  speeches  about  the  2017  attacks  in  the  
UK,  May  (2017a,  2017b,  2017c,  2017e)  repeatedly  argued  that  “we  will”,  or  “our  values  will”,  
“prevail”.  May   focused   on   common   values   and   uniting   the   UK   against   threats.   Following  
attacks  in  Westminster  and  Manchester,  May  specifically  referenced  the  official  threat  level  
(2017a,  2017b,  2017c).   Following   the  Manchester  attack,  she  portrayed  a   sense  of  urgent  
threat  stating  that  “a  further  attack  might  be  imminent”,  raising  the  threat  level  to  “critical”  
and   introducing   the  military   alongside   the   police   in  major   cities   (May,   2017c).   Crelinsten  
(2002,   p.87)   recognised   the   communicative   impact   of   the  militarisation   of   the   police;   he  
identified   it   as   an   ethically   “grey   zone”   of   communication   in   which   the   criminal   justice  
counterterrorism  model   fades   into  a  war  model   (2002,  p.87).   Indeed,  the  presence  of  the  
military  on  the  streets  would  have  communicated  a  sense  of  an  urgent  and  extraordinary  
terror  threat.  
  In   June   2017,   following   the   Islamophobic   attack   at   Finsbury   Park   Mosque,   May  
repeatedly  asserted  that  extremism  exists  in  many  forms  but  is  united  in  its  attempt  “to  drive  
us  apart”  (May,  2017e).  Unlike  in  her  responses  to  the  2017  Islamist  terror  attacks  in  the  UK,  
May  did  not  mention  the  official  threat  level  or  any  ongoing  further  investigations.  Therefore,  
whilst  the  speech  is  equally  condemnatory  and  still  champions  values,  it  diverges  from  the  
pattern   of   threat   construction   set   by   her   responses   to   other   attacks.  Whilst   the   political  
discourse   since   2001   about   Islamist   terrorism   demonstrated   an   historic   securitisation   of  
British  Muslims,  May’s  address  of  right-­‐wing  terrorism  does  not  promote  the  securitisation  of  
any  section  of  society,  indicating  towards  a  double  standard  in  counterterrorism  discourse.  
Legislation    
The   2015   Counter   Terrorism   and   Security   Act   introduced   new   powers   for  
investigations  (Home  Office,  2015).  It  allowed  for  the  seizure  of  a  suspect’s  passport  and  the  
temporary  exclusion  from  the  UK  for  British  citizens  suspected  of  involvement  with  terrorism  
abroad,  an  indication  of  an  increasing  acknowledgement  of  home-­‐grown  terrorism.  As  well  
as   addressing   border   security,   the  Act   targeted  domestic   extremism  and   radicalisation  by  
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making   adherence   to   specific   Prevent   counter-­‐radicalisation   initiatives   a   statutory  
requirement   for   schools,  universities  and   the  National  Health  Service.  The   involvement  of  
British   citizens   in  all  of   the   terror  attacks   in   the  UK   in  2017  meant   there  has  also  been  a  
heightened   focus   on   domestic   surveillance   and   investigations   encapsulated   by   May’s  
attention  to  internet  legislation.5  
4.6     Summary  
This  analysis  has  identified  discursive  counter-­‐terrorism  narrative  trends  generated  by  
legislation  and  Prime  Ministerial  speeches.  From  2001,  the  “international   terrorism”  frame  
established  terrorism  as  a  foreign  entity.  The  initial  focus  on  international  terrorism  meant  the  
construction   of   an   us   vs.   them  binary   in  which   Britain   faced   an   antagonistic   international  
threat.  Such  externalisation  relied  upon  both  the  construction  of  a   referent  other  and  of  a  
British  identity.  The  rising  acknowledgement  of  home-­‐grown  terrorism  and  the  securitisation  
of  Muslim  communities,  meant  that  the  us  vs.  them  binary  has  been  increasingly  reconfigured  
into  a  domestic  setting,  creating  a  British  identity  that  excludes  British  Muslims.  Through  this  
reconfiguration,   political   discourse   has   retained   its   fundamental,   threat-­‐externalising  
ontology,  but  rather  than  externalising  the  threat  from  Britain,  it  has  externalised  the  threat  
from  a   constructed  and  exclusive  British   identity.  The  alignment  of  British  Muslims   to   this  
axiologically  non-­‐British  threat  has  both  isolated  and  securitised  Muslims  in  the  UK.  
The  UK  government’s  presentation  of  a  British  identity  is  contingent  upon  adherence  
to  unspecified  British  values.  The  creation  of  a  good  vs.  evil  discursive  binary  by  the  emotive  
values-­‐based   language   used   after   major   terror   attacks   supports   the   creation   of   a   British  
identity  that  is  axiologically  dichotomous  to  terrorism.  Values-­‐based  discourse  has  been  used  
to   definitively   shape   the   government’s   conceptualisation   of   the   British   identity.   Thus,   by  
excluding  Muslims   from   this   identity,   Islam   in   the  UK  has   been  presented   as   axiologically  
incompatible  with  British  values.  This  aligns  with  securitization  theory  and  the  Copenhagen  
School’s  assertion  that  the  referent  object  under  threat  is  no  longer  the  state  (Buzan,  Wæver,  
&  de  Wilde,  1998,  p.35).  In  this  discourse  rather  than  the  state  itself  being  threatened,  the  
referent  object  under  threat  is  a  socially  constructed  British  identity  and  British  values.  
                                                                                                                
5  Security  against  the  threat  of  home-­‐grown  terrorism  proved  central  in  justifications  for  the  introduction  of  the  
Data  Retention  and  Investigatory  Powers  Act  2014  and  the  Investigatory  Powers  Act  2016  (Home  Office,  2014,  
2016).  
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Recognition   of   the   social   impacts   of   terrorism   and   counterterrorism   upon   British  
Muslims   is   limited   as   political   discourse  did  not   address   the   possible   social   divisions   that  
discriminatory   policies   might   have   caused.   However,   inconsistent   references   that   imply  
associations  between  terrorism  with  Islam  has  contributed  to  the  institutionalised,  discursive  
securitisation  of  British  Muslims.  The  conflation  of  Muslim’s  grievances  with  radicalisation  has  
served  to  further  securitise  the  social  situation  of  British  Muslims.  Legislative  ambiguity  (for  
instance  in  the  definition  of  terrorism)  allows  for  subjective  operationalisation  of  legislation.  
Therefore,  whilst  counterterrorism  laws  do  not  explicitly  discriminate,  surrounding  speeches  
and  the  CONTEST  strategy  demonstrate  a  disproportionate  impact  on  Muslim  communities.  
This  analysis  has  demonstrated  the  central  role  of  ideas  about  values  and  identity  in  
British   counterterrorism   discourse.   The   systematic   exemplification   of   the   terror   threat  
through  the  accumulation  of  extraordinary  laws  has  been  vital  for  the  British  government’s  
justifications  for  extrajudicial  responses.  Thus,  ontologically,  the  terror  threat  is  presented  as  
highly  extraordinary,  urgent  and  relating  to  the  Islamic  faith.    
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5.  The  Muslim  Council  of  Britain  Discourse  
5.1     Background  
Founded  in  1997  after  a  call  from  the  Home  Office  for  a  single  representative  body  to  
express   British  Muslims’   views   to   policymakers,   The  Muslim  Council   of   Britain   (MCB)   is   a  
diverse  umbrella  body  representing  over  500  Muslim  organisations,  charities  and  mosques  
(Burford,  2012,-­‐p.24).  Its  founding  constitution  outlines  the  MCB’s  goals  of  promoting  unity,  
community  relations  and  a  reduction  in  anti-­‐Islamic  sentiment  (MCB,  2012,-­‐p.7).  The  MCB’s  
General   Assembly   acts   as   the   policymaker   and   ruling   body,   comprising   of   members   of  
affiliated  organisations  who  elect  a  Secretary  General  every  two  years.  Most  of  the  MCB’s  
published  statements  are  speeches  given  by  the  incumbent  Secretary  General.    
MCB-­‐government  relations  have  fluctuated  since  the  Council’s  establishment  (for  a  
full  account  see  Adamson,  2011).  The  UK  government  had  hoped  that  MCB  approval  could  
help  legitimise  British  support  for  the  2001  US-­‐led  invasion  of  Afghanistan.  However,  instead  
the  MCB  has  recurrently  criticised  British  foreign  policy  (Morey  &  Yaquin,  2011,-­‐p.83).  Most  
notably  in  2009,  Hazel  Blears,  the  Secretary  of  State  for  Communities  and  Local  Government,  
wrote  to  the  MCB  demanding  the  resignation  of  senior  members  who  had  expressed  support  
for  Hamas   in  Gaza,   resulting   in  a   low  point  of  government   relations   for   the  MCB   (Bignell,  
2009).  However,  despite  its  fluctuating  relationship  with  the  British  government,  the  MCB  has  
retained  an  independent  and  influential  voice  as  the  largest  Islamic  organisation  in  Britain  and  
has   consistently   released  statements   responding   to   legislative   changes,  political  discourse  
and   global   terror   incidents.   These   statements   provide   an   alternative   to   government-­‐
constructed   counterterrorism   narratives   in   their   engagement   with   ideas   about   values,  
identity,  the  ontology  of  the  threat  and  the  resultant  social  impacts  on  British  Muslims.  To  
avoid  repetition,  the  succeeding  discourse  analysis  adopts  a  more  thematic  structure  than  the  
previous   chapter   but   retains   an   overarching   chronological   approach   to   analysing   MCB  
response  to  specific  legislation.  
5.2     Reconstructing  the  British  Identity  
   In  response  to  the  2001  September  11th  attacks,  the  MCB  called  terrorism  a  “crime  
against  humanity”,  asserting  that  Muslims  stand  “shoulder  to  shoulder”  in  solidarity  with  the  
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Prime   Minister   (MCB,   2001).   MCB   statements   published   after   major   terror   attacks   are  
saturated   with   images   of   unification   and   solidarity   (see   Khan,   2017b;  MCB,   2001,   2013;  
Murad,  2013a;  Sacranie,  2005e;  Shafi,  2015b,  2015c,  2015f).  Speaking  on  behalf  of  the  MCB,  
Imam  Abdul  Jalil  Sajid  highlighted  how  Islam  decrees  that  “you  belong  to  one  race  the  human  
race,  the  one  family  the  human  family”  (Sajid,  2001).  This  discourse  appears  to  reconfigure  
the   government’s   domestic   externalisation   of  Muslim   communities  by   forging   a   common  
human  identity  that  supersedes  religious  or  racial  divides.    
More  recently,  employing  rhetoric  similar  to  Cameron’s,  the  MCB  has  employed  value-­‐
centric  descriptions  of  Daesh-­‐related  terrorism,  in  particular  describing  it  as  “barbarism”  (see  
Khan,  2017f;  MCB,  2014a;  Shafi,  2015b).  Like  the  British  government,  the  MCB  has  sought  to  
dehumanise  terrorism,  highlighting  its  moral  and  axiological  disparity  from  the  MCB’s  Islamic  
values.    
The  MCB  advocated  for  the  inclusion  of  Muslims  into  mainstream  conceptions  of  a  
British  identity.  Following  the  2015  shootings  at  the  Charlie  Hebdo  magazine  headquarters  in  
Paris,  MCB  representative  Talha  Ahmad  (2015)  stated  that  Muslims  “are  not  foreign  nor  alien  
to  British  or  indeed  European  ways  of  life.  We  are  British,  European  with  British  values  being  
our  values”.   Similarly,  Secretary  General  Dr.   Shuja  Shafi   (2015d)   stated   that   “Muslims  are  
once  again  made  to  question  where  they  belong  when  they  are  as  British  as  anyone  else”.  
Both  Ahmad  and  Shafi  challenged  the  externalisation  of  Muslims  from  the  British  identity  by  
emphasising   the   values   shared   by   both   Muslims   and   non-­‐Muslims.   Their   values-­‐based  
approaches  towards  challenging  prejudice  correspond  with  the  government’s  emphasis  upon  
how   British   values   will   prevail   over   terrorism   (most   prevalent   in   Theresa   May’s   2017  
speeches).  The  MCB’s  persistent  emphasis  upon  the  fundamental  compatibility  of  Muslim  and  
non-­‐Muslim  values  implies  a  rejection  of  the  government’s  omission  of  Muslims  from  society  
and  a  mainstream  British  identity.      
Shafi  problematized  the  assumption  that  there  is  a  direct  correlation  between  holding  
a  British  identity  and  upholding  British  values.  He  stated  that  “these  must  be  understood  as  
values  that  all  of  us  need  to  strive  to  live  up  to  and  make  a  reality.  These  should  not  be  a  set  
of  values  already  achieved  by  some  notion  of  an  already-­‐existing  British  population,  which  
those  who  are  ‘not  quite  British  enough’  must  be  civilised  to”  (Shafi,  2015d).  Shafi  criticised  
externalising  government  discourse  for  appearing  to  assume  that  all  British  people  adhere  to  
British  values,  implying  that  not  all  British  people  live  by  British  values.  
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MCB   Secretary   General   throughout   2015,   Shafi   (2015g)   later   criticised   the  
government’s   counterterrorism   strategy   for   relying   upon   “fuzzy   conceptions   of   British  
values”.  He  argued  that  discursive  ambiguity  allowed  for   intersubjective   interpretations  of  
what  is  meant  by  “British  values”.  Whilst  the  MCB  agreed  that  British  values  are  under  threat  
from   terrorists,   Shafi   emphasised   how   these   values   could   be   undermined   by   ambiguous  
rhetoric  and  unethical  actions  committed  by  British  citizens,  including  the  discrimination  and  
segregation  of  Muslims.  
5.3     Challenging  securitisation    
In   response   to   the   September   11th   attacks,   the  MCB   (2001)   released   a   statement  
entitled  “MCB  expresses  total  condemnation  of  terrorist  attacks”.  In  his  annual  report  MCB  
Secretary  General  Sir  Iqbal  Sacaranie  (2002a)  emphasised  how  the  MCB  was  the  first  Muslim  
organisation   to   condemn   the   attacks.   After   2001,   the   MCB   consistently   released  
condemnatory  statements  after  any  major  terror  attacks  (ten  instances  of  this  can  be  found  
in   Appendix   C   including  Sacranie,  2002a,   2005e;  Khan,   2017a,   2017b;  MCB,  2013).   These  
condemnations  serve  to  demonstrate  the  MCB’s  abhorrence  of  and  axiological  disparity  from  
terrorism.    
Whilst  these  condemnatory  statements  aimed  to  disassociate  Islam  from  terrorism,  
the  emphasis  the  MCB  has  placed  upon  condemnation  risks  being  perceived  as  clarification  
of  the  MCB’s  stance  on  terrorism,  which  would  inadvertently  contribute  to  the  atmosphere  
of  suspicion  surrounding  British  Muslims.  Secretary  Generals  Shafi  (2015d)  and  Harun  Khan  
(2016)  have  both  addressed  this  risk,  arguing  that  reprimanding  injustice  is  “the  right  thing”  
and  an  “Islamic  duty”.  Both  Shafi  and  Khan  employed  values-­‐based  language  to  emphasis  the  
peacefulness  of  the  Islamic  faith.  However,  perception  can  shape  meanings.  Therefore,  the  
way   these  condemnatory   statements  are   received  within   the  UK   is   significant  and   further  
research   is   required   to   investigate   the  effectiveness  of   the  MCB’s  denunciations  of   terror  
attacks   in   light   of   the   securitised   perceptions   of   Muslim   communities   identified   in   the  
previous  chapter  (for  example,  Blair’s  (2005a)  “law-­‐abiding”  remark).  
The   MCB   has   directly   addressed   the   accumulation   of   suspicion   around   British  
Muslims.  After  the  2005  London  bombings  the  Council  called  for  more  credible,  intelligence-­‐
led  policing  based  on  hard  evidence  rather  than  racial  or  religious  prejudice  (see  Bari,  2007a;  
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MCB,   2016b;   Sacranie,   2006c).   The  MCB’s   criticisms   of   police   prejudice   denunciated   the  
securitised  lens  through  which  British  Muslims  have  been  viewed  (see  MCB,  2016b;  Murad,  
2013a).  Following  the  2004  Madrid  bombings,  Sacranie  urged  “against  hasty  pronouncements  
of  guilt”,  stating  that  “every  person  is  to  be  considered  innocent  unless  proved  guilty”  and  
thereby   paraphrasing   the   core   of   the   British   legal   system   (Sacranie,   2004a).   The   MCB  
confronted   the   issue  again   in   2015  when  Shafi   reprimanded   the  UK   for   stereotypical   and  
securitised  perceptions  of  Muslims,  suggesting  that  Muslims  are  made  to  feel  like  they  must  
pass  a  “compliance  test”  to  prove  their   loyalty  to  the  country   (Shafi,  2015a,  2015g).  Shafi  
indicated   towards   a   sense   of   segregation   felt   by   British   Muslims,   a   social   impact   partly  
resulting   from   the   government-­‐constructed   British   identity   that   excludes   Muslims   from  
mainstream  society.  Whilst  the  government  celebrated  the  resilience  of  the  British  identity,  
the  MCB  criticised  its  exclusivity.      
Sacranie  (2006c)  explicitly  challenged  the  securitisation  of  Muslims,  stating  that  “the  
notion  that  the  Muslim  community  somehow  harbours  a  threat  to  the  country,  and  to  society  
as   a   whole,   is   wrong   and   offensive”.   He   recognised   ontological   inconsistencies   within  
government  discourse,  asserting  that  “politicians  on  the  one  hand  say  that  this  is  not  a  war  
against  Islam,  yet  phrases  like  ‘Islamic  terrorism’  reveal  that  in  their  mindset  the  enemy  is  
Islam”  (Sacrani,  2006a).  The  MCB  has  frequently  asserted  that  violence  has  “no  justification  
in   Islam”   (Farooq,   2010a;   Shafi,   2015h).   In   these   statements   the   MCB   has   employed  
quotations  from  the  Quran  to  reinforce  this  point  (including  in  Bari  2006b;  Khan  2016;  MCB,  
2015c;  Sacranie,  2005f).  For  example,  Imam  Sajid  (2001)  quoted  the  Quran  when  stating  that  
“killing  one  innocent  human  being  is  like  killing  the  entire  human  race”.  
MCB   representatives   specifically   challenged   Blair’s   securitisation   of   mosques   by  
repeatedly  asserting  that  radicalisation  occurs  on  the  “fringes”  of  society  and  not  in  mosques  
(Khan,  2016;  Murad,  2013b;  Shafi,  2015f).  By  pushing  radicalisation  to  the  outskirts  of  society,  
these  assertions  externalise  the  terror  threat.  In  doing  so,  the  MCB  was  promoting  a  common  
referent  identity  under  threat  from  radicalisation  and  terrorism  that  this  time  would  include  
Muslims,  rather  than  the  government’s  exclusive  British  identity  that  externalises  Muslims  
alongside  the  terror  threat.  
The  MCB  expressed  fears  of  social  segregation  and  anti-­‐Muslim  sentiment  due  to  the  
systematic  securitisation  of  Muslim  communities.  In  2013,  following  the  murder  of  Lee  Rigby  
and  the  consequential  rise  in  Islamophobia  (see  Innes  et  al.,  2016),  the  MCB  stated  that  “the  
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lessons  from  Woolwich  lie  less  in  acknowledgement  of  impending  existential  threats  to  our  
way  of  life,  than  in  the  demonstration  of  the  resilience  of  our  society”  (Murad,  2013a).  This  
statement  challenged  the  government’s  presentation  of  terrorism  as  an  extraordinary  threat  
requiring   extrajudicial   responses,   instead   presenting   a   different   socio-­‐political   threat   to  
Muslim  communities  and  social  cohesion  in  the  UK.  The  MCB’s  concerns  over  Islamophobia  
and  social  segregation  have  surfaced  regularly,  particularly  in  reference  to  specific  legislation  
which  will  subsequently  be  analysed.  
5.4     Addressing  the  causes  of  terrorism  
In   response   to   the   2005   July   7th   London   bombings,   Sacranie   (2006a)   accused   the  
government  of  avoiding  blame  by  scapegoating  Muslim  communities,  stating  that  “it  has  been  
convenient  to  single  out  the  Muslim  community  and  make  them  bear  responsibility”.  Indeed,  
with  ongoing  party  politics  and  the  2005  general  election  in  the  UK,  convenience  would  have  
likely  been  an  influential  factor  for  policymakers.  Accordingly,  the  MCB  called  for  an  inquiry  
into   the   exact   causes   of   the   attack   (see   Bari,   2006b,   2007a),   as   Sacranie   (2006d)   later  
explained  that  “we  genuinely  need  to  find  the  causes  that  propel  young  people  to  criminality”.  
By   employing   the   term   “people”   rather   than   “Muslims”,   Sacranie   promoted   a   common  
human  identity,  universalising  the  threat  of  radicalisation  rather  than  restricting  it  to  within  
Muslim  communities.    
Investigation  into  the  causes  of  the  London  bombings  may  also  have  served  to  diffuse  
the  government’s  focus  on  Muslim  communities  by  identifying  factors  other  than  religious  
associations   that   can   contribute   to   violent   extremism   including   socio-­‐economic   issues,  
political  ideology  and  mental  health  (see  MCB,  2016b  for  references  to  how  mental  health  
condition  might  contribute  to  radicalisation,  a  factor  omitted  from  government  discourse).  
This  would,  therefore,  challenge  the  systematic  securitisation  of  Muslims.  Cameron’s  (2012)  
statement  that  called  for  the  politicisation  of  terrorism  aligned  with  the  fundamental  logic  
behind  the  MCB’s  call  for  an  inquiry  into  the  non-­‐religious  causes  of  terrorism,  which  aimed  
to  disassociate  terrorism  from  religion  and  help  to  desecuritise  British  Muslims.  
The  MCB’s   calls   for   inquiry   into   causation   also   contributed   towards   the   Council’s  
criticism  of  British  foreign  policy.  The  MCB  has  recurrently  highlighted  controversial  British  
foreign  military  activities  which  could  stoke  domestic  dissent  and  contribute  to  radicalisation  
   44  
(see  Sacranie,  2002a,  2006d;  Murad,  2013a).6  The  preceding  analysis  of  government  speeches  
revealed   a   lack   of   government   references   to   foreign   policy   controversy   in   preventative  
counterterrorism  discourse.  Such  an  omission  from  government  discourse  has  contributed  to  
constructing   a   British   identity   that   is   placed   against   an   antagonistic   international   force,  
presenting   Britain   as   a   target   rather   than   as   an   aggressor.   By   reconfiguring   the   sense   of  
responsibility  for  terror  attacks  and  highlighting  controversial  foreign  military  operations,  the  
MCB  challenged   the  externalised  conceptualisation  of   the   terror   threat  and   the   idealised,  
internal  British  identity  propagated  by  the  government.  
5.5     2001  Anti-­‐Terrorism  Crime  and  Security  Act  
The   MCB   (2004)   addressed   the   Anti-­‐Terrorism   Crime   and   Security   Act’s   (ATCSA)  
controversial  Part  4  powers  and  derogation  from  the  European  Convention  of  Human  Rights  
(ECHR),  stating  that  “if  there  really  is  a  public  emergency  threatening  the  life  of  our  nation  
then   it   is   strange   that   the  current   law  only  applies   to   foreign  nationals  and  not   to  British  
nationals”.  In  the  same  statement  the  MCB  emphasised  how  no  other  European  state  felt  it  
necessary  to  derogate  from  the  ECHR  (MCB,  2004).  Whilst  this  challenged  both  the  external  
and   exemplary   ontology   of   the   threat   propagated   by   the   Blair   government,   only   one  
significant  reference  to  the  Act’s  Part  4  powers  was  found  amongst  MCB  discourse,  suggesting  
the  Council’s  focus  was  elsewhere.  
Indeed,  the  MCB’s  responses  to  the  Act  focused  more  on  Part  5  “Race  and  Religion”,  
which  concentrated  on  domestic  hate  crimes.  MCB  Secretary  General’s  Yousuf  Bhailok  and  
Sacranie  periodically  released  statements  urging  the  government  to  outlaw  the  incitement  of  
religious  hatred  and  include  it  alongside  the  pre-­‐existing  incitement  of  racial  hatred  clause  in  
the  ATCSA  (see  Bhailok,  2001a,  2001b;  Sacranie,  2004b,  2005a,  2005b,  2005d,  2006a,  2006b).  
Without   a   racial   hatred   clause,  anti-­‐Islamic   hatred  was   not   outlawed.   In   their   statements  
Bhailok  and  Sacranie  recurrently  employed  the  terms  “hierarchy  of  rights”  and  “second-­‐class  
citizens”  to  pronounce  a  sense  of  socio-­‐political  segregation  due  to  the  lack  of  legal  protection  
for  Muslims  (see  Sacranie,  2004b,  2005d).  The  use  of  these  terms  reflects  the  sense  of  social  
segregation  and  divided   identities  within   the  UK   that  was  propagated  by   the   us  vs.   them  
                                                                                                                
6  Indeed,  videos  released  by  the  7/7  attackers  cite  Britain’s  military  operations  abroad  as  the  central  
motivation  for  the  attack  (BBC  News,  2006).  
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rhetorical  binary   constructed  by  British  political  discourse   that  created  mutually  exclusive  
“Muslim”   and   “British”   identities.   The   MCB’s   responses   to   the   Act   coordinated   with   its  
proposal  of  a  more  hospitable  and  inclusive  British  identity.    
Notably,   the  MCB   showed   considerably  more   concern   for   domestic   discrimination  
against  Muslims  than  Part  4’s  discrimination  against  non-­‐UK  citizens,  which  attained  relativity  
more   academic   and   legal   attention.   This   is   demonstrative   of   the   MCB’s   constitutional  
imperative  to  protect  the  interests  of  British  Muslims  in  the  UK.  The  MCB’s  relative  attention  
towards  Part  5  of  the  Act  compared  to  Part  4,  spatially  and  ontologically  reconfigured  the  
government’s   depiction   of   the   threat   but   did   not   explicitly   or   repeatedly   challenge   the  
government’s  international  frame.  The  MCB  pronounced  an  internal,  inter-­‐community  threat  
to   Muslims   made   vulnerable   by   a   legislative   loophole.   However,   its   lack   of   major  
confrontation  with   Part   4   appeared   to   acquiesce   to   the   government’s   declaration   of   the  
foreignness  of  the  terrorist  threat.    
5.6   2005  Prevention  of  Terrorism  Act  
In  2005,  the  MCB  expressed  concerns  with  the  introduction  of  control  orders  under  
the   Prevention   of   Terrorism   Act   (PTA).   Recognising   the   communicative   and   securitising  
impact   of   control   orders,   the  MCB   stated   that   “the   government   is   in   danger   of   branding  
individuals  and  their  families  with  the  stigma  of  terrorism  without  them  actually  hearing  the  
case   against   them”   (MCB,   2005).   The  MCB   also   highlighted   how   the   PTA   diverged   from  
traditional  legal  process,  asserting  that  by   imposing  control  orders  “merely  on  the  basis  of  
‘reasonable   suspicion’   as   opposed   to   the   ‘balance   of   probabilities’   […]   the   government   is  
undermining  the  efficacy  of  the  judicial  process”  (MCB,  2005).  Here,  the  adverb  “merely”  is  
performative,  emphasising  the  ineffectiveness  of  the  Act’s  rhetoric.  Moreover,  by  expressing  
concern  with  the  “efficacy”  of  judicial  process  rather  than  the  Act’s  adherence  to  civil  liberties  
or  British  values,  the  MCB  was  adopting  a  practical  tone,  appealing  more  to  policymakers’  
sense  of  convenience  than  a  values-­‐based  critique  would  have  done.    
Whilst   acknowledging   that   the   formal   language   of   legislation   was   not   openly  
discriminatory,   the   MCB   recognised   how   ambiguous   rhetoric   can   allow   for   subjective  
operationalisation  of  policy,  which  can  have  social  impacts  for  British  Muslims.  Following  the  
publication  of  the  PTA,  the  MCB  began  to  call  for  more  detailed  definitions  of  “extremism”,  
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“terrorism”,  and  “radicalisation”  (see  Sacranie,  2005f;  MCB,  2006a,  2009).  Clear  definitions  
are   necessary   for   the   consistent   operationalisation   of   preventative   counter-­‐terrorism  
measures.  However,  the  MCB  did  not  specifically  engage  with  the  definition  of  terrorism  given  
in  the  2000  TA  nor  make  tangible  recommendations,  perhaps  a  reflection  of  the  difficulties  of  
procuring  a  suitable  definition.  
The  MCB  acknowledged  the  disproportionate  employment  of  police  stop  and  search  
powers   that   discriminated   against   and   securitised   Muslims   (Khan,   2004;   MCB,   2015a;  
Sacranie,  2006a).  In  2015,  the  MCB  readdressed  this  issue,  stating  that  “numerous  cases  of  
actions   by   individuals   from   the   far-­‐right,   including   hate   crimes,   provocative   rhetoric   and  
threats  of  violence,  which  were  not  considered  to  be  ‘terrorist’  or  ‘extremist’  in  spite  of  similar  
cases  being  deemed  so  when  involving  Muslims”  (MCB,  2015b).  The  MCB  statement  criticised  
the  lack  of  objective  legal  definitions  that  can  allow  for  double  standards  in  security  practice.  
This  criticism  of  double  standards  implies  a  divided  sense  of  identity  within  the  UK  that  would  
allow   for   the   segmentation  of  Muslims  and   the  discriminatory   implementation  of   security  
practices.    
5.7     2006  Terrorism  Act  
Throughout   the   implementation   process   of   the   2006   Terrorism  Act   (2006   TA),   the  
MCB  contested  the  criminalisation  of  the  glorification  of  terrorism.  It  argued  that  this  addition  
would   outlaw   support   for   legitimate   struggles   abroad,   such   as   Nelson   Mandela’s   anti-­‐
apartheid  campaign  (Bari,  2006a;  Sacranie,  2006d).  Devoting  much  attention  to  this  clause,  
the  MCB  argued  that  criminalising  non-­‐violent  extremism  could  prove  counterproductive  for  
preventing  terrorism  (Bari,  2006b;  Murad,  2013a;  Shafi,  2015g).  The  MCB  insisted  that  young  
people  who  might  be  at  risk  of  radicalisation  need  a  legitimate  platform  for  voicing  extreme  
ideas  in  order  to  reduce  the  likeliness  that  they  will  resort  to  violence.  Sacranie  (2006c)  stated  
that   “radical   views   and   concerns   need   to   be   heard   and   incorporated   into   mainstream  
dialogue”.  The  MCB  diverged  from  the  government’s  top-­‐down,  more  prohibitive  approach  
that  advocated  the  criminalisation  of  non-­‐violent  extremism   (see  Cameron,  2015c).  Whilst  
retaining  the  government’s  fundamentally  preventative  logic,  the  MCB  focused  on  preventing  
extremism  from  becoming  violent  terrorism  rather  than  preventing  extremism  itself.  
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The  Council  adopted  a  values-­‐based  approach  to  support  its  views  on  extremism  (see  
Sacranie,   2005e,   2006c).   It   questioned   the   government’s   commitment   to   democratic  
freedoms,   stating   that   Britain   risked  becoming   “a   society  where   the   articulation   of   new,  
challenging,   critical   or   innovative   ideas   will   be   inhibited”   (MCB,   2005).   Indeed,   the  MCB  
frequently   criticised   British   counter-­‐terrorism   policies   for   undermining   civil   liberties   (see  
Jafar,  2006;  MCB,  2006a,  2009,  2011;  Murad  2010b;  Sacranie  2006c).  It  strongly  condemned  
the  2006  TA’s  proposition  to  extend  the  length  of  detention  without  charge  from  14  days  to  
3  months,   declaring   that   it   undermined   the   principles   of   the  Magna   Carta,   the  medieval  
document  that  is  foundational  to  the  British  legal  system  (Sacranie,  2006a).  Referring  to  the  
same  issue,  Secretary  General  Dr  Muhammad  Abdul  Bari  (2008)  stated  that  “it  will  damage  
community   relations   and   relations   between   young   Muslims   and   police   and   be  
counterproductive   playing   into   the   hands   of   terror   organisations”.   Whilst   apparently  
intending   to   criticise   discriminatory   government   policies   by   introducing   the   possibility   of  
counterproductivity,  by  specifying  “young  Muslims”  Bari  risked  further  securitising  Muslim  
communities.  Counterproductivity  in  this  context  refers  to  counterterrorism  practices  inciting  
radicalisation   that   might   lead   to   terrorism;   it   is   a   result   of   the   intersubjective   nature   of  
discourse   that  allows   for   radical   interpretations  of   counterterrorism  communications.  The  
MCB  readdressed  the  idea  of  counterproductivity  in  responses  to  2015  legislation.  
5.8     2015  Counter-­‐Terrorism  and  Security  Act  
The  MCB  released  a  series  of  statements  concerning  the  2015  Counter-­‐Terrorism  and  
Security   Act   (CTSA),   criticising   it   for   breaching   civil   liberties   and   voicing   concerns   over   its  
disproportionate  operationalisation.  In  particular,  the  MCB  criticised  Parts  1  and  2  of  the  Act  
that   enabled   extrajudicial   powers   such   as   passport   confiscation   and   the   compulsory  
relocation  of  suspects  (MCB,  2015b).  Like  in  Sacranie’s  response  to  the  2006  TA,  Shafi  (2015c,  
d)  referenced  the  Magna  Carta  as  a  “charter  of  liberties”  being  threatened  by  government  
actions.  By  mentioning  the  Magna  Carta,  Shafi  was  drawing  upon  a  sense  of  common  British  
history  and  tradition,  appealing  to  a  shared  sense  of  British  identity  as  well  as  the  statutory  
rule  of  law  that  special  terrorist  legislation  has  often  challenged.    
The   MCB   released   multiple   statements   and   policy   reports   criticising   the   CTSA’s  
requirement  for  the  implementation  of  CONTEST’s  Prevent  initiatives  in  all  public  institutions  
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(see   MCB,   2015a,   2015b).   The  MCB   (2015b)   condemned   the   scheme’s   disproportionate  
attention  towards  Muslim  communities,  noting  that  the  numbers  of  security  cameras  and  the  
amount  of  Prevent  funding  were  highest  in  areas  with  the  largest  Muslim  populations.  The  
MCB  (2015b)  asserted  that  this  discrimination  was  contributing  to  a  further  securitisation  of  
Muslim   communities   and   to   Muslims   feeling   alienating   from   society   and   losing   trust   in  
policymakers.   In   the   same  month   the  MCB   (2015a)   argued   that   there  was   no   immediate  
threat  to  justify  extended  security  powers.  However,  whilst  the  MCB  were  able  to  call  out  
threat  intensifying  rhetoric,  lack  of  access  to  national  intelligence  means  that  any  assertions  
made   about   the   urgency   of   the   threat  would   lack   the   credibility   afforded   to   government  
discourse.    
The  MCB  called  for  the  desecuritisation  of  the  social  situation  of  British  Muslims,  by  
highlighting   how   social   policies   focusing   on   community   cohesion   and   quality   of   life   for  
Muslims  had  been  placed  on  the  national  counterterrorism  agenda  (specifically  by  Prevent).  
Shafi  (2015g)  stated  that  the  government  must  decide  between  “tackling  alienation  or  further  
securitising”  Muslim  communities.  This  statement  aligns  with  Thomas’s  (2012)  argument  that  
if  security  imperatives  drive  attempts  for  social  cohesion,  the  original  social  aims  could  be  
undermined.   Indeed,  Bari   (2006h)  asserted   that   conflating   social   cohesion   strategies  with  
counterterrorism  practices  would  be  counter-­‐productive.  Following  the  2015  CTSA,  the  MCB  
reiterated  Bari’s  comment  asserting  that  policies  that  aggravate  social  tensions,  in  particular  
the  Prevent  programme,  might  push  people   towards   radicalisation  and  have   the  opposite  
effect  than  intended  (MCB,  2015a,  2015e).  Whilst  any  causal  connections  between  policy  and  
radicalisation  would   be   speculative,   these   comments   constitute   severe   criticisms   of   the  
government’s  counterterrorism  actions.  However,  arguably,  by  presenting  young  Muslims  as  
vulnerable  to  radicalisation  and  as  possible  future  terrorists,  these  statements  would  have  
inadvertently  contributed  to  the  securitisation  of  Muslim  communities.  By  referring  to  the  
risks  of  counterterrorism  practices  being  counterproductive   in  radicalising  young  Muslims,  
the  MCB  may  have   inhibited  its  own  campaigns  for  the  deconflation  of  social  and  security  
agendas.    
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5.9     Summary  
Analysis   of   sixteen   years   of   published   discourse   reveals   the   MCB’s   challenges   to  
government   discourse.   Intertextual   comparisons   can   be   summarised   for   each   of   the  
categories  of  analysis:  
i.  Values:  The  MCB  shares  the  same  values-­‐based  language  as  the  government  in  order  
to  promote  unity  and  highlight  axiological  disparity   from  terrorism.   In  terms  of  Hoffman’s  
(1998)  ideas  about  associational  logic,  the  MCB’s  assimilation  of  the  government’s  rhetorical  
devices   implies   a   concordance   of   perceptions.   However,   the   MCB   has   criticised   the  
government’s  overreliance  upon  ambiguous  conceptions  of  these  values  and  the  assumption  
that  adherence  to  values  is  directly  associated  with  the  British  identity.  
ii.   Identity:   The  MCB   has   attempted   to   reconfigure   the   government’s   discursively-­‐
constructed   national   identity,   promoting   a   common   and   inclusive   British   identity.   It   has  
employed  this  consolidated  British  identity  in  its  attempts  to  desecuritise  British  Muslims  and  
disassociate  Islam  from  the  terror  threat.    
iii.  Ontology  of  terror  threat:  Since  2001,  political  discourse  has  persistently  framed  
the  threat  as  international,  a  conceptualisation  left  largely  unchallenged  by  the  MCB.  After  
the   2005   London   bombings,   government   discourse   demonstrated   a   rising   recognition   of  
home-­‐grown   terrorism.   However,   rather   than   internalising   the   threat   and   allowing   it   to  
infiltrate   the   constructed   British   identity,   the   government   retained   its   internationalising  
rhetoric  and  instead  placed  the  threat  within  Muslim  communities,   inciting  segregation  by  
excluding   Muslims   from   the   national   identity.   In   response,   the   MCB   has   attempted   to  
reconfigure  the  spatial  ontology  of  the  threat  of  radicalisation  by  repeatedly  asserting  that  it  
occurs   on   the   fringes   of   society   and   is   unrepresentative   of   Islam   in   order   to   desecuritise  
Muslim   communities   and   promote   a   consolidated   national   identity.   The   MCB   has   also  
challenged   the   government’s   presentation   of   the   threat   as   extraordinary   to   justify  
exceptional  policy.  
iv.   Social   impacts   on   Muslims:   Unlike   the   government,   the   MCB   has   afforded  
significant  attention  to  the  social  impacts  of  the  terror  threat  and  resultant  counterterrorism  
practices.   The   MCB   has   recognised   how   exclusive   identity   construction   and   securitising  
discourse  can  foster  prejudiced  perceptions  of  Muslims.  In  particular,  it  noted  how  ambiguous  
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rhetoric  and  the  lack  of  objective  definitions  allows  for  the  discriminatory  operationalisation  
of  legislation.  
The  MCB   statements   analysed   demonstrate   an   imperative   to   desecuritise   British  
Muslims   and   reconfigure   the   government’s   discursive   constructions.   The   MCB   offers   an  
alternative   and   confrontational   narrative   that   challenges   the   atmosphere   of   suspicion  
surrounding   British  Muslims  and  highlights   the   proximate   threat   of   social   incohesion   and  
prejudice.    
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6.  Conclusion  
  
Whilst   the   UK   government’s   counterterrorism   responses   aim   to   shape   the   terror  
threat  in  a  way  that  suits  the  national  security  agenda  and  short-­‐term  political  expediency,  
the  communicative   impact  of   counterterrorism   is  determined  by   its   reception.  Addressing  
fundamental  points  of  discordance  with  the  MCB  could  serve  to  enhance  counterterrorism  
practices.  Whilst  the  MCB  assimilated  certain  rhetorical  devices  used  by  the  government  to  
depict   terrorism   as   international   and   axiologically-­‐disparate,   analysis   demonstrates   an  
otherwise  major   discordance   between   their   counterterrorism   narratives   that   is   rooted   in  
dichotomous  conceptions  of  national  identity.  
Legislation  and  speech  content  should  be  readdressed  to  reduce  the  social   impacts  
identified   by   the  MCB,   including   the  prejudice   resulting   from   the   securitisation  of   British  
Muslims.  Early  political  discourse  established  terrorism  as  an  external  and  axiologically-­‐alien  
threat   to   the  UK  and,  even  since   the   rise   in  domestic   radicalisation,   this  pattern   remains.  
However,  this  first  requires  a  definition  of  what  is  internal  (or  British)  and  so  relies  upon  the  
construction  of  a  referent  British  identity.  Therefore,  this  analysis  demonstrates  the  need  to  
reconfigure  the  normative,   internal  national   identity   in  order  to  foster  social  cohesion  and  
counter   social   insecurity,   which   requires   fundamental   adjustments   to   the   government’s  
counterterrorism  discourse.  For  example,  legal  definitions  of  terrorism  should  be  adjusted  to  
better   regulate   British   counterterrorism’s   preventative   logic   and   allow   for   a   clearer  
understanding  of  who  should  be  regarded  as  a  terrorist.    
To  address  the  MCB’s  fears  of  increasing  social  divisions,  the  government  should  find  
a  balance  between  security  and  social  policies,  reflecting  upon  the  practicality  of  sacrificing  
social   cohesion   for   counterterrorism   reasons.   If   national   security   provokes   domestic  
insecurity  it  risks  being  counterproductive.  Therefore,  social  and  security  agendas  should  aim  
for  both  mutual  exclusivity  and  compatibility.    
   In  March  2018,  the  MCB  called  for  public  submissions  to  better  understand  Muslim  
perspectives   of   counterterrorism  as   part   of   a  National   Listening   Exercise.   If   the  MCB   can  
deliver   on   its   aims   to  make   operative   policy   recommendations,   it   could   work   with   the  
government  to  make  progressive  changes  and  address  the  UK’s  strategic  balance  between  
national  security  and  domestic  insecurity.    
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This   research   has   attempted   to   address   the   paucity  of   academic   attention   to   the  
perceptions  of  counterterrorism  belonging  to  British  Muslims.  It  encourages  research  into  the  
communicative   impacts   of   counterterrorism   practices   and   the   UK’s   security   priorities.   In  
particular,   further   research   should   attend   to   how   conceptualisations   of   the  UK’s   national  
identity  can  impact  the  reception  of  counterterrorism  communications,  especially  in  light  of  
the  shifting  sense  of  national  identity  since  the  EU  referendum  and  regional  migration  crisis.  
This  analysis  of  the  MCB’s  counter-­‐narratives  opens  the  door  to  questions  about  whether  the  
UK  is  in  fact  a  united  Kingdom  in  its  efforts  to  tackle  terrorism.    
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Appendix  A:  UK  Political  Speeches  
  
DATE   TITLE   SPEAKER  
02/10/2001   Leader's  speech,  Brighton  2001   Tony  Blair  (PM)  
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Library,  Crawford,  2002  
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17/07/2003   Speech  to  the  US  Congress,  Washington,  DC  
2003  
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30/09/2003   Leader's  speech,  Bournemouth  2003   Tony  Blair    
05/03/2004   "Prime  Minister  warns  of  continuing  global  
terror  threat",  Sedgefield  2004    
Tony  Blair  
28/09/2004   Leader's  speech,  Brighton  2004   Tony  Blair    
07/07/  2005   Response  to  July  7th  London  Bombings   Tony  Blair  
  
05/08/2005   PM’s  Press  Conference     Tony  Blair  
27/09/2005   Leader's  speech,  Brighton  2005   Tony  Blair  
26/09/2006   Leader's  speech,  Manchester  2006   Tony  Blair    
24/07/2007   Statement  on  security   Tony  Blair  
14/11/2007   National  Security  Statement     Tony  Blair  
24/09/2007   Leader's  speech,  Bournemouth  2007   Gordon  Brown  (PM)  
19/03/2008   National  Security  Strategy  Statement   Gordon  Brown  
21/09/2008   Home  Secretary's  speech,  Manchester  2008   Jacqui  Smith  (Home  
Secretary)    
29/09/2009   Leader's  speech,  Brighton  2009   Gordon  Brown  
06/10/2010   Leader's  speech,  Birmingham  2010   David  Cameron  PM    
19/10/2010   Strategic  Defence  and  Security  Review   David  Cameron  
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2011  
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Secretary)  
12/07/2011   Statement  on  CONTEST  in  House  of  Commons   Theresa  May  
05/10/2011   Leader's  speech,  Manchester  2011   David  Cameron    
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David  Cameron  
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Commons    
Theresa  May  
23/05/2013   Statement  on  Woolwich  Incident     David  Cameron  
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03/04/2014   PM  Statement  to  Parliament  on  Opposition  to  
ISIL  terrorism  
David  Cameron  
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ISIL    
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David  Cameron  
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20/08/2014   Eid  reception   David  Cameron  
25/11/2014   Commons  statement:  Intelligence  and  Security  
Committee  report  on  Fusilier  Lee  Rigby    
David  Cameron  
20/07/2015   Extremism:  PM  Speech   David  Cameron  
07/09/2015   Statement  to  Parliament  on  Syria:  refugees  and  
counter-­‐terrorism  
David  Cameron  
29/09/2015   Prime  Minister  on  ISIL  at  UN  General  Assembly   David  Cameron  
07/10/2015   Leader's  speech,  Manchester  2015   David  Cameron  
17/11/2015   Statement  on  Paris  Attacks  and  G20   David  Cameron  
23/11/2015   Statement  after  Paris  talks   David  Cameron  
23/11/2015   National  Security  Strategy  and  Strategic  Defence  
and  Security  Review  statement  
David  Cameron  
02/12/2015   PM  opening  statement  to  Commons  debate  for  
military  action  in  Syria  
David  Cameron  
21/7/2016   Nice  attacks,  UK-­‐France  relationship.  Statement  
in  Paris  
Theresa  May  
05/10/2016   Leader's  speech,  Birmingham  2016   Theresa  May  (PM)    
23/03/2017   PM  Commons  statement  on  Westminster  attack   Theresa  May  
23/05/2017   PM  statement  following  terrorist  attack  in  
Manchester  
Theresa  May  
23/05/2017   PM  statement  following  second  COBR  meeting  
on  Manchester  attack  
Theresa  May  
04/06/2017   PM  statement  following  London  Terror  attack   Theresa  May  
19/06/2017   PM  statement  following  terror  attack  in  Finsbury  
Park  
Theresa  May  
21/09/2017   Preventing  terrorist  use  of  the  internet   Theresa  May  
04/10/2017   Leader's  speech,  Manchester  2017   Theresa  May  
  
Total:  55    
PM  =  Prime  Minister  
  
(Collated  from:  BBC  News  online;  https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk.;  
http://www.britishpoliticalspeech.org.;  https://www.gov.uk.;  https://hansard.parliament.uk.;  
http://www.legislation.gov.uk.;  http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk.)    
     
   72  
Appendix  B:  UK  Threat  Level    
  
DATE   THREAT  LEVEL  
01/08/2006   Severe  
10/08/2006   Critical  
13/08/2006   Severe  
30/06/2007   Critical  
04/07/2007   Severe  
20/07/2009   Substantial  
22/01/2010   Severe  
24/09/2010   Severe  
11/07/2011   Substantial  
24/10/2012   Substantial  
29/08/2014   Severe  
11/05/2016   Severe  
23/05/2017   Critical  
27/05/2017   Severe  
15/09/2017   Critical  
17/09/2017   Severe  
01/03/2018   Severe  
  
(Joint  Terrorism  Analysis  Centre,  2018)     
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Appendix  C:  MCB  Statements    
  
DATE   TITLE   SPEAKER  
11/09/2001   MCB   expresses   total   condemnation   of   terrorist  
attacks    
MCB  
03/10/2001   British  Muslims  welcome  changes  to  law  announced  
by  Home  Secretary  Rt.  Hon.  David  Blunkett  
Yousuf  Bhailok  (SG)  
14/12/2001   MCB   urges   comprehensive   legislation   on   religious  
hatred    
Yousuf  Bhailok    
2001     Islam  against  Religious  Extremism  and  Fanaticism  
  
Imam  Abdul  Jalil  Sajid  
28/04/2002   Introduction  to  the  2002  Annual  Report.     Iqbal  Sacranie  (SG)  
26/09/2002   Keynote   address   by   MCB   Secretary   General   Iqbal  
Sacranie   delivered   at   the   conference   “The  
Demographic  Profile  of  Britain's  Muslim  Community:  
Charting  a  research  agenda”  
Iqbal  Sacranie    
  
23/01/2004   Partnership  Needed  to  Defeat  Terror  Threat  Facing  
us  all    
Sadiq   Khan   (Chairman   of  
MCB   Legal   Affairs  
committee)    
31/03/2004   MCB   Community   Guidelines   to   Imams   and   British  
Muslim  Organisations    
Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie  
07/07/2004   Law   to   Outlaw   Incitement   to   Religious   Hatred  
Welcomed  
Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie  
16/12/2004   Muslims  Welcome  Law  Lords  Decision  on  Foreign  
Detainees  
MCB  
13/01/2005   MCB   Calls   for   an   End   to   Misrepresentation   of  
Proposed  Incitement  Law  
Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie  
  
07/02/2005   MCB   Calls   on   Party   Leaders   and   Members   of  
Parliament  to  Vote   for  Equal  Treatment  under   the  
Law  
Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie  
  
11/03/2005   Families   to   Face   Terror   Stigma   under   Govt’s  
Proposals  
Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie  
  
08/04/2005   Religious  Hatred  Incitement  Law:  British  Muslims  let  
down  again  
Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie  
  
07/07/2005   British  Muslims  Utterly  Condemn  Acts  of  Terror   Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie  
15/07/2005   Muslim  Leader’s  Call  to  Action   Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie  
22/11/2005     Muslim  Community  Rejects  Inference  that  Mosques  
Encourage  or  Foment  Terrorism  
MCB  
2006   Secretary  General  AGM  Speech   Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie  
01/02/2006   Religious   Hatred   Law   Perpetuates   Inequality   after  
Commons  Vote  
Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie  
  
14/02/2006   MCB  Urges  MPs  to  vote  for  Lords’  Amendments  to  
Terrorism  Bill    
MCB  
15/03/2006  
  
“Promoting   good   campus   relations:   dealing   with  
hate   crimes   and   intolerance' Issues   affecting  
Freedom  of  Expression”      
Abdurahman  Jafar  
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13/04/2006   Muslim   Community   Opposes   New   Anti-­‐Terror  
Legislation   and   Urges   Government   to   Exercise  
Maximum  Restraint  and  Caution  
Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie    
06/06/2006   Terror  World:  Understanding  the  Threat  Conference  
National  Hall,  Olympia  –  Secretary  Gen  speech    
Sir  Iqbal  Sacranie  
07/07/2006   Remembering   the   first   anniversary   of   the   London  
Bombings  
Dr  Muhammad  Abdul  Bari  
(SG)    
11/09/2006   MCB   Secretary   General   Speech   at   Trade   Union  
Congress  
Dr  Muhammad  Abdul  Bari  
08/03/2007   MCB  Asks   for  Review  of   Terrorism  Legislation  and  
Renews   its   Call   for   Public   Inquiry   into   Causes   of  
Terrorism  
Dr  Muhammad  Abdul  Bari    
14/11/2007   MCB   responds   to   PM   Gordon   Brown’s   speech   on  
anti-­‐terror  measures  
Dr  Muhammad  Abdul  Bari    
10/06/2008  
  
Not  A  Day  Longer  –  MCB  Joins  Coalition  to  Oppose  
Extension  of  Pre-­‐Charge  Detention    
Dr  Muhammad  Abdul  Bari    
23/03/2009   Muslims  Unite  for  Civil  Liberties   MCB  
06/07/2010   Let   us   Honour   the   Victims   of   7/7   by   Keeping   Our  
Society  Open  –  Gen  Sec  Statement  
Farooq  Murad  (SG)  
15/07/2010   MCB  Welcomes  Review  of  Anti-­‐Terror  Measures     Farooq  Murad    
25/07/2011   Further  Scrutiny  of  the  Government’s  Powers  under  
the  Current  Terrorism  Legislation  
MCB  
23/05/2013     Muslims  Condemn  Attack  on  Soldier  in  Woolwich   MCB  
29/06/2013   Fresh  Thinking  on  Extremism  at  AGM  +  Response  to  
Lee  Rigby  murder  
Farooq  Murad  
19/12/2013   Muslim  Council  of  Britain  on  the  Woolwich  Verdict     Farooq  Murad  
20/08/2014   Not   in   Our   Name:   British  Muslims   Condemn   the  
Barbarity  of  ISIS  
MCB  
12/11/2014   UK  Muslim  Representatives  Take  Schedule  7  Terror  
Law  to  the  Supreme  Court    
MCB  
07/01/2015   Confront  terrorism  by  backing  freedom:  the  Muslim  
Council  of  Britain  calls  for  a  re-­‐think  on  the  proposed  
Counter-­‐Terrorism  and  Security  Bill    
Dr  Shuja  Shafi  (SG)  
06/01/2015   MCB  Briefing  on  The  Counter  Terrorism  and  Security  
Bill  
MCB  
08/01/2015   Paris  Murders  are  a  Greater  Insult  to  Islam:  Muslim  
Council   of   Britain   Statement   on   Charlie   Hebdo  
Massacre    
Dr  Shuja  Shafi  
16/01/2015  
  
Terrorists   Can   Not   Divide   Us:   Muslim   Council   of  
Britain   Organises   Inter-­‐Faith   Solidarity   Meeting  
After  Paris  Attacks    
Dr  Shuja  Shafi  
18/01/2015   Muslim  Council  of  Britain  Parliamentary  Briefing  on  
the  safeguards  to  avoid  discriminatory  application  of  
the  Bill   
MCB  
29/01/2015   Speech  on  British  and  Islamic  Values     Dr  Shuja  Shafi  
29/01/2015   After   France:  Unity   -­‐  no   to   fascism,   anti-­‐Semitism,  
Islamophobia    
Talha  Ahmad    
13/05/2015   Keeping  Our  Country  Safe  by  Uniting  Communities   Dr  Shuja  Shafi    
   75  
03/07/2015   Friday  Sermon  to  Remember  Victims  of  Terrorism     MCB  
07/07/2015   British  Muslims  Remember  7/7   Dr  Shuja  Shafi  
07/10/2015   Muslim   Council   of   Britain   responds   to   Prime  
Minister’s  Conservative  Party  Speech  
MCB  
19/10/2015   ‘One   Nation   Counter-­‐Extremism   Strategy’   Risks  
Further  Undermining  Fight  Against  Terrorism  
Dr  Shuja  Shafi  
13/11/2015   Horrific  Attacks   in  Paris:  Muslim  Council   of  Britain  
Responds    
Dr  Shuja  Shafi  
01/01/2016   Fostering   Community   Cohesion   and   Countering  
Extremism  
Harun  Khan  
22/08/2016   Parliamentary  Select  Committee  Report  on  Counter-­‐
Extremism:  Muslim  Council  of  Britain  Endorses  Key  
Recommendations,  Urges  Better  Consultation  
MCB  
25/10/2016   Home   Office   Parliamentary   Committee   Report   on  
Radicalisation  
MCB  
22/03/2017   Westminster  Attack   Harun  Khan  (SG)  
23/03/2017   Westminster  Attack:  Call  for  Solidarity  and  Prayer   Harun  Khan  
23/05/2017   Manchester   Attack:   Muslim   Council   of   Britain  
Statement    
Harun  Khan  
04/06/2017   Press  Conference:  London  Bridge  Attack   Harun  Khan    
19/06/2017   Terror   Attack   on   Worshippers   Leaving   Prayers   at  
Finsbury  Park  
Harun  Khan  
08/07/2017   We  Muslims   can’t   combat   the  poison  of   terrorism  
alone    
Harun  Khan    
  
  
  
Total:  59    
SG  =  Secretary  General  
  
(Collated  from:  http://www.mcb.org.uk/)  
  
